An analysis of the interpretations of the Pratt decision by three selected groups of decision makers, 1975 by Dick, Florence L.H. (Author)
AN ANALYSIS OF THE INTERPRETATIONS OF THE PRATT DECISION
BY THREE SELECTED GROUPS OF DECISION MAKERS
A DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF THE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION,
ATLANTA UNIVERSITY IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE
REOUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF
DOCTOR OF EDUCATION
BY






AN ANALYSIS OF THE INTERPRETATIONS OF THE PRATT DECISION
BY THREE SELECTED GROUPS OF DECISION MAKERS
BY
FLORENCE LOUISE HINES DICK
Problem
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of public
school superintendents, Federal officials and non-profit organization
officials within the southeastern area relative to their interpretations
of the Pratt Decision court order which mandates that the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare enforce desegregation laws in racially dis¬
proportionate school districts in the southern and border states.
The study was designed to answer the following questions:
1. What are the perceptions of the public school superin¬
tendents relative to the Pratt Decision?
2. What are the perceptions of the Federal officials
relative to the Pratt Decision?
3. What are the perceptions of the non-profit organiza¬
tion officials relative to the Pratt Decision?
4. Will there be significant differences of responses to
the items on the questionnaire by the public school
superintendents. Federal officials, and non-profit
organization officials?
Procedure
The basic design of the study was the descriptive survey method.
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The instrument to gather the data and test the hypotheses was a ques¬
tionnaire developed by the researcher.
The population of this study was one hundred thirty-four decision
makers—forty-five public school superintendents, forty-five Federal
officials and forty-four non-profit organization officials—in the States
of Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina,
South Carolina, and Tennessee. The data were collected through the
administration of the Pratt Decision Questionnaire and the statistical
treatment included the chi-square, mean, standard deviation, frequency
distribution, and cross-tabulation for data analysis and interpretation.
The level of significance was established at the .05 level.
Findings and Conclusions
The seventy-one subjects of this study represented a fifty-three
percent return rate of the questionnaire. The analysis of their atti¬
tudes towards the Pratt Court Order centered around three desegregation
problem areas: (1) factors which contribute towards the solution of
desegregation problems; (2) general perceptions concerning their atti¬
tudes about desegregation progress, the performance of HEW, and the
subjects' prior knowledge of and general reaction to the Pratt Decision;
and (3) their attitudes and reactions to the rulings of the court in
the Pratt Decision.
1. These subjects perceived that education could make a greater
contribution towards solving desegregation problems than the courts, the
Federal government or social agencies.
2. The perceptive findings revealed a general dissatisfaction with
southern school desegregation and with the performance of HEW on these
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matters. Approximately half of them felt that this nation was nearer
to solving its school desegregation problems, and also, felt that HEW
should be more strict in its enforcement activities. The majority felt
that the withholding of federal funds would promote desegregation, and
more than half favored the Pratt Decision as a means to do so. These
subjects had an overwhelming prior knowledge of the Pratt Court Order.
3. The analysis of the alternative hypotheses clustered around
four central concerns of the Pratt Decision: Swann Districts, Title VI
Districts, ESAA Districts and other desegregation court orders. Nine of
the eleven hypotheses were accepted at the .05 level of confidence. This
means that the subjects showed a significant difference in their atti¬
tudes towards these issues. Two hypotheses relating to time limits set
by the court were rejected which indicated that the total subjects
agreed with the court and felt that the time limits were reasonable.
The superintendents are in disagreement with the rulings of the court,
while the Federal officials and non-profit officials agree with the court
order. Also, the within group analysis revealed that superintendents
disagree among themselves while the non-profit officials and Federal
officials show agreement among themselves on the desegregation issues
under consideration in this study.
5. The findings revealed an inverse relationship between desegre¬




School superintendents seemingly show a smugness and self-
satisfaction in maintaining the status quo on desegregation. Their job
4





Federal officials find themselves in a personally frustrating and
defeating relationship between the courts and the school districts as
they attempt to discharge their duties. The full awareness of the
thwarting presence of community and political forces seems to create for




Non-profit officials have through the years fostered the notion
that solutions to desegregation problems begins with the courts. Inas¬
much as discrimination was legally created in this nation, surely the
elimination of desegregation belongs with the courts.
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Judicial effort to end desegregation and abolish the dual system of
public education in this nation was made the law of the land by the United
States Supreme Court in the 1954 Brown v. Topeka decision in which the
Court declared that "separate but equal" schools are inherently unequal.
The twenty years that have passed since this decision have seen a
dramatic, virtually revolutionary change in the attitudes and behavior of
the American citizenry. And yet, not enough has been done as the multi¬
tudinous court decisions which have followed Brown have all been steps
toward an attempt to achieve equality of educational opportunities.
A June 1974 report of the U. S. Commission on Civil Rights^ began
the task of examining the civil rights progress between 1954 and 1974.
Specifically, they set out to determine to what extent has progress been
made and what must be done to bring about racial equality affirmed by the
Supreme Court twenty years ago.
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Another report by the Commission goes beyond raising the questions
to an attempt to deal with the evaluation of the roles and responsibili¬
ties of three Federal agencies: The Department of Health, Education,
^U, S. Commission on Civil Rights, Twenty Years After Brown; The
Shadows of the Past (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Of¬
fice, June 1974), p. 6.
2
U. S. Commission on Civil Rights, The Federal Civil Rights En¬
forcement Effort—1974; Volume III to Ensure Equal Educational Oppor-
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and Welfare, the Internal Revenue Service of the Department of the
Treasury, and the Veterans Administration. This report concludes that
these agencies still have not effectively fulfilled their role and
responsibilities to ensure equal opportunity.
Thoughtful educators have long been aware that assertive, affirma¬
tive leadership is necessary if schools are to be altered to the point
where every child will have an opportunity to share in the experiences
which lead to positive educational and social values. Thoughtful decision
makers know that this requires more than the mixing of bodies, but more
importantly, something must be done about the equal distribution of
educational and financial resources if the real opportunities offered by
desegregation are to be achieved.
Although serious scholarly studies on the role expectations of key
decision makers have begun to appear, far too many of them are directed
to showing school administrators how to keep in step with the legal and
political pressures to manage our nation’s schools. Much of the informa¬
tion has not gone beyond essays on the moral and educational imperatives
of desegregation. We are now faced with the problem of understanding the
attitudes and perceptions of decision makers relative to their interpre¬
tations of desegregation decisions handed down by the Courts.
Statement of the Problem
Specifically, the problem in this study was to examine the per¬
ceptions of selected decision makers within the southeastern regional
tunity (Washington, D. C.i U. S. Government Printing Office, January
1975), p. 355.
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area relative to their interpretations of the Adams v. Weinberger decision.
This court order, more commonly known as the Pratt Decision, mandates
that the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare quickly enforce
desegregation laws in one hundred twenty-five racially disproportionate
school districts in sixteen southern and border states.
Questions Related to the Problem
The study proposed to answer the following questions:
1. What are the perceptions of the public school superin¬
tendents relative to the Pratt Decision?
2. What are the perceptions of the Federal officials
relative to the Pratt Decision?
3. What are the perceptions of the non-profit organiza¬
tion officials relative to the Pratt Decision?
4. Will there be significant differences of responses
to the items on the questionnaire by the public school
superintendents. Federal officials, and non-profit
organization officials?
Definition of Terms
1. Desegregation—The dismantling of legally mandated dual
school systems by physical co-mingling of minority and
nonminority students within schools for the purpose of
ending racial and ethnic isolation.
2. Racially Disproportionate School District—A school district
with one or more schools which deviate at least twenty per¬
cent from the racial ratio of the total district student
enrolIment.
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3. Decision Makers—These are public school district superin¬
tendents identified in the Pratt Decision court order;
Federal officials who have the responsibility, and the
knowledge to follow, implement and enforce the require¬
ments of the Pratt Decision and other school desegregation
laws; and non-profit agencies and organizations which have
been civil rights activists in such areas as filing class
action suits, testing court cases, opposing legislation
considered to be discriminatory, and public protests.
4. The Pratt Decision—The United States District Court for
the District of Columbia Adams v. Weinberger. 391 F. Supp.
269 (D.D.C. 1975)• This court order mandates that the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare quickly enforce
desegregation laws in one hundred twenty-five racially dis¬
proportionate school districts in sixteen southern and border
states.
5. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964—Section 601 provides
No person in the United States shall, on the ground of race,
color or national origin, be excluded from participation in,
be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination
under any program or activity receiving Federal financial
assistance.
6. Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA)—A program administered by the
U. S. Office of Education (USOE) made funds available begin¬
ning in January 1973 to school districts under court ordered
or voluntary plans and to public non-profit organizations
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assisting school districts to further desegregation. The
Office for Civil Rights has the responsibility to ensure
that districts comply with civil rights assurances submitted
under the program. Activities included in this responsi¬
bility are the processing of applications and the conducting
of pre-grant and post-grant on-site reviews.
7. Swann—The Supreme Court in Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburq
Board of Education. 402 U. S. 1 (1971) identified the
central issue as that of student assignment and there are
essentially four problem areas: (1) Racial quotas; (2) One-
race schools; (3) Attendance zones; and (4) Transportation.
8. Court Desegregation Orders—These are court decreed desegre¬
gation plans which are mandatory for the entire district.
Scope and Significance of the Study
The study was confined to decision makers within the Southeastern
Regional Area IV as defined by the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare (HEW) to include the states of Georgia, South Carolina, Florida,
Alabama, Mississippi, Kentucky,^ North Carolina, and Tennessee. The
basic problem was to determine how these decision makers would perceive
the Pratt Decision court order as an effective means to enforce public
school desegregation.
Since these decision makers are the representatives of organiza¬
tions, such as the public schools and the Federal government, they are
affected, as all other organizations, by what Morphet, Johns, and Reller
describe as "the prevailing forces and factors in the society and culture
6
3in which they operate." Many of the concepts relating to the organiza¬
tion and administration of schools comprise the basic principles of
governmental functions. These concepts have been considerably modified
during the past years as a result of changes in society and the culture
in which they operate.
During recent years, the concepts of administration have moved
4
far from the old idea of "scientific management" and "efficiency" as
primary concerns, to a much greater emphasis on the consideration of
factors involved in human relations. As far back as 1914, Adams said:
"Administration is the capacity of coordinating many, often conflicting,
social energies in a single organization so adroitly that they shall
operate as a unit."^ Simon gave considerable attention to the use of
fact and value in decision making in regard to the role of representa¬
tives of the legislatures, administration of schools and community
values.^ Griffiths, in his explanation of the values of the tri¬
dimensional concept (the job, the man, and the social setting) of adminis¬
tration, analyzed the human-relations aspects of organizations. He said.
3
Edgar L. Morphet, Roel L. Johns and Theodore L. Reller, Educa¬
tional Organization and Administration; Concepts, Practices and Issues
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey; Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967), p. 23.
4
See among others, Chester I. Barnard, The Functions of the
Executive (Cambridge; Harvard University Press, 1938); and Amitai
Etzioni, A Comparative Analysis of Complex Organizations (New York: Free
Press of Glencoe, Inc., 1961), p. 3*
^Brook Adams, The Theory of Social Revolutions (New York: The
Macmillan Company, 1914), p. 207.
Herbert A. Simon, Administrative Behavior; A Study of Decision
Making Processes in Administrative Organization, 2nd ed.(New York;
The Free Press, 1957)j pp. 45-60.
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"prerequisite to the administrator's skill in human relations is his basic
attitude."^
With specific reference to schools, Griffiths also pointed out that
the "attitudes of the superintendent color the attitudes of the entire
school staff. The attitudes reflect his perception of, and response to,
8
school policies and objectives and the way in which the school develops."
Thus, a basic assumption of this study was that the attitudes held
by decision makers relative to court ordered desegregation should be of
significance to educators as well as to all other citizens. By deter¬
mining their attitudes toward the Pratt Decision court order, this study
should open the avenue for further investigation in order to determine
what impact this court order has on school desegregation.
Hypotheses
Because of the variance in the roles and the role expectations of
these decision makers' leadership positions, their age, race, sex, edu¬
cational and experiential backgrounds, it was assumed that there would
be significant differences in their perceptions of the Pratt Decision.
The researcher identified four categories of public school district
violations or compliance concerns in the Pratt Decision as follows: (1)
Swann Districts; (2) Title VI Violations; (3) ESAA Districts; and (4)
Court Desegregation Orders.
^Daniel E. Griffiths, Human Relations in School Administration




Specifically, it was hypothesized that:
Swann Districts
There will be a significant difference in the three groups
in their attitudes of the court's decision with regard to
t
Swann districts.
1. They will differ significantly in the case of Swann
where the court stated that enforcement proceedings
should be commenced against school districts with
one or more schools substantially disproportionate in
their racial composition.
2. There will be a significant difference in their inter¬
pretation as to whether sixty days is a reasonable time
for HEW to communicate with those districts with schools
that are disproportionate in their racial composition.
Title VI Violations
The three groups will show a significant difference in their
attitudes towards the court's rulings on Title VI districts.
3. They will differ in their agreement as to whether HEW
has often delayed too long in ascertaining whether a
complaint or other information of racial discrimination
constitutes a violation of Title VI.
4. They will significantly differ in their approval of
HEW's efforts to obtain voluntary compliance.
5. There will be a significant difference in their inter¬
pretation regarding the reasonableness of the time
period which the court gave HEW to begin enforcement
proceedings in Title VI complaints of racial discrimina-
9
tion.
6. The three groups will differ significantly in their
attitude of satisfaction with the performance of HEW
with regard to the court’s statement that HEW has not
initiated a,.single administrative enforcement proceeding
since the issuance of the court’s order twenty-five
months ago.
7. They will differ significantly in their responses rela¬
tive to the reasonableness of the time of ninety days
set by the court for HEW to determine whether a district
is in compliance with Title VI.
ESAA Districts
8. There will be a significant difference between the three
groups in their overall reaction to the court's order that
HEW within sixty days commence enforcement proceedings
against ESAA districts.
Court Desegregation Orders
The three groups will show a significant difference in their
attitudes regarding Judge Pratt's decision with regard to
court desegregation orders.
9. They will differ significantly in their interpretations
regarding the over reliance of HEW on the use of volun¬
tary negotiations.10.They will differ significantly in their responses as to
whether the courts should be notified in the cases of
violations or presumptive violations by school districts
subject to court desegregation orders.
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11. They will differ significantly in their overall reaction
of the one hundred and twenty day period of time in which
HEW is required to call to the attention of the courts
violations or presumptive violations of court corders.
Limitations of the Study
The study was limited to a population of public school superin¬
tendents who were identified in the Pratt Decision Court Order, Federal
officials, and officials of those non-profit agencies and organizations
which are civil rights oriented. These subjects represented the eight
southeastern states of HEW, Region VI. The study was concerned only with
the determination of their attitudes relative to the Pratt Decision
court order. No other phase or facet of the global problem of desegre¬
gation was of concern in this study.
Even though a basic assumption of this study was that attitudes
do have a definite relationship to behavior, it was not the purpose of
this study to develop an instrument to predict the behavior of these
administrators. The study of their attitudes was limited to the ques¬
tionnaire items.
The recent issuance and controversy surrounding this court order
was recognized as a factor in the number of questionnaires returned
which was confined to a time period of approximately two months during
the summer of 1975.
Another limitation of the study was in the area of content validity.
The subjects in the pilot study were authorities in the field of civil
rights, both Federal and non-profit agency officials, who served as a
panel of judges to establish construct validity. The remaining subjects
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were selected among the students of educational administration at
Atlanta University and from practicing public school administrators in
the metropolitan area of Atlanta, Georgia who helped to establish the
construct validity and usability of the instrument. It was possible
that the educational, emotional, and socio-economic makeup of these
subjects was different from that of the research study population.
Finally, the conclusions drawn from the data collected in this
study cannot be used to make generalizations relative to the nation as
a whole, but must be generalized only to the region selected and to
the returns of the selected population.
Subjects and Instrument
For the purpose of this research study, the subjects included
three groups of decision makers: public school superintendents, Federal
officials and non-profit organization officials. The first group, the
public school superintendents, represented school districts in Region
IVi the southeastern states of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia,
Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Kentucky, and Tennessee and make up the
total population of district superintendents in the Region IV area who
were identifified in the Pratt Decision court order.
The second group. Federal officials, were those persons in Region
IV, United States Office of Education (USOE) (the above eight states),
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, and the Department of
Justice. These officials have the responsibility to know, follow, and
enforce the Pratt Decision court order. They comprise the total popu¬
lation of this group.
The third group, the non-profit organization officials represented
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the total population of civil rights organizations and agencies of the
above states and were identified in the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, Office for Civil Rights Directory as organizations which
have maintained a close liaison with that office. The Office for Civil
Rights has compliance responsibility for these eight states. Moreover,
this listing of agencies and organizations was subjected to further
9verification by the researcher. Examples of organizations in this group
were the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People
(NAACP), the Legal Defense Fund (LDF), the American Civil Liberties Union
(ACLU), the Urban League, the Southern Regional Education Board and the
Southern Education Foundation, to name but a few.
The instrument was twenty-nine item questionnaire developed by the
researcher and approved by the dissertation committee. (Appendix B)
Method of Research
The basic design was the descriptive survey method utilizing a
mailed questionnaire. The use of the questionnaire as a research instru¬
ment has been subjected to much criticism. Its weaknesses and limitations,
as well as its strengths, are clearly recognized by scholars, such as
Mouly, Kerlinger, Allen and others.
9A. John Adams and Joan Martin Burke, Civil Rights; A Current
Guide to the People. Organizations, and Events (New York; R. R. Bowker
Co., 1970), and Walter Schatz, Directory of Afro-American Resources
(New York: R. R. Bowker Co., 1970).
^^George J. Mouly, The Science of Educational Research (New York:
American Book Company, 1963), pp. 238-263; Fred N. Kerlinger, Foundations
of Behavioral Research (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc.,
1973), P» 4l4; and George J. Allen, The Graduate Student’s Guide to
Theses and Dissertations (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1973),
pp. 51-63.
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In order to counteract what Allen refers to as "possible bias and
misinterpretation by the respondent,"^^ the official wording of the Pratt
Decision court order was used in developing the basic questions for this
study. Thus, content validation was guided by the specific desegregation
areas identified in the court order and validated in the pilot study.
The questionnaire was further subjected to approval by the dissertation
committee.
The statistical treatment of the data included the chi-square, mean,
standard deviation, frequency distribution and cross-tabulation of the
data for analysis and interpretation. The level of significance was
established at the .05 level which means that the probability of an
obtained result could occur by chance not more than five times in one
hundred trials.
Summary
In summary. Chapter I directs attention to the following aspects of
the study: (1) the statement of the problem as it relates to the desegre¬
gation of the public schools in the southeast and the definition of terms
as they relate to this problem, (2) the justification and limitations of
the study, (3) the hypotheses and general subsidiary research questions,
and (4) the methods, procedures and general background information of the
study.
Chapter II contains a review of relevant research along with a
discussion of the direction and trends of such research which relates to




Chapter III discusses the methods and techniques used to collect
and analyze the data.
Chapter IV reports the findings of the study as they support or
reject the research questions and the subsidiary questions of the study.
Chapter V directs attention to the summary of purpose, the con¬
clusions, implications of the study and recommendations which are the
result of this study.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
On March 14, 1975» the United States District Court in the case of
Adams v» Weinberger (Pratt Decision), as cited earlier, ordered the Office
of Health, Education, and Welfare to commence enforcement proceedings
against one hundred twenty-five school districts showing substantial dis¬
proportion in their racial composition. This case came to the public's
attention through the media and set off a number of reactions from the
South, especially school officials.
The Atlanta Constitution headlined an article, "In Georgia Judge's
Order Puzzles Schools."^ Three Georgia school districts—Hall and Madi¬
son Counties and the city of Thomasville—were cited as being in non-
compliance. One superintendent's response was: "We have no all-black
schools. ... We do have several all-white schools." Another is reported
to have said: "The fact is, we don't have enough black people to go
around without hauling them all over the county." Still another superin¬
tendent expressed the attitude, "If they (HEW) tell us that we need to
do something else, we will meet that." Are these reactions typical of
school officials who are under court order to desegregate the schools?
Veter Scott, "In Georgia Judge's Order Puzzles Schools," The
Atlanta Constitution. 16 March 1975«
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The answer to this question clearly points to the problem under
investigation, that is, to determine how the Pratt Decision is perceived
by three groups of decision makers: public school superintendents.
Federal officials, mainly HEW and Justice Department administrators, and
officials of non-profit organizations, such as the NAACP Legal Defense
Fund, the Southern Regional Council, and the Anti-Defamation League of
B’nai B'rith.
A review of one hundred eighty-five research studies on desegre¬
gation covering the period from 195^ to 1975 revealed few which related
2
to administrative leadership. Subsequent to the Brown I decision, most
studies have centered around black student achievement in desegregated
schools. This important body of literature has been amply reviewed by
3
St. John.
For the purpose of this study, the investigator examined studies
related to (1) racial attitudes on desegregation which show the emo¬
tional climate of the people during this twenty year period, and (2) those
landmark court decisions beginning with Brown I and leading to Pratt.
The Relationship Between Behavior and Attitude
It is difficult to understand the problems in desegregating our
schools without acknowledging the social and behavioral science theories
on the relationship of behavior and attitudes. Sherif, et. al., indi¬
cated that it is only from behavior that an attitude can be inferred.
2
Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 3^7 U.S. 483, 74 S.Ct.
686, 98 L.Ed. 873 (1954).
3
Nancy H. St. John, School Desegregation: Dutcomes for Children
(New York: John Wiley and Sons, 197^
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In short, attitudes are inferred from characteristic and consistent modes
of behavior toward some class of objects, persons, events, and issues
over a time span. The behaviors from which attitudes are inferred
include "actions and verbal utterances, provided the individual is not
on guard with the concern that reflecting a given attitude is inappro¬
priate under the circumstances or that expression of attitude is not
4deflected by some procedures designed to assess it."
Lawless implied a definite relationship between behavior and atti¬
tude by stating:
... we know a person's attitude when bits of information
from his past behavior enable us to predict his future be¬
havior in certain situations. However, we are going a step
further by implying that the readiness to act is a 'real
thing' which the person carries around with him, which
exists even when he is not thinking of it, even when he is
asleep.5
All port conducted an extensive study of the writings of psycholo¬
gists relative to the relationship of behavior and attitudes. This
authority concluded:
The essential feature of attitude is a preparation or
readiness for response. The attitude is incipient and
preparatory rather than overt and consummatory. It is
not behavior, but the condition of behavior. It may exist
in all degrees of readiness from the most latent, dormant
traces of forgotten habits to the tension or motion which
is actively determining a course of conduct that is under
way.^
4
Carolyn W. Sherif, Muzafer Sherif, and Robert E. Nebergall, Atti¬
tude and Attitude Changes: The Social Judgment-Involvement Approach
(Philadelphia, Pa.: W. B. Saunders, 1965), p. 166.
5
David J. Lawless, Effective Management Psychological Approach
(Englewood Cliffs, N, J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972), p. 6.
^Gordon W. All port and M. Fishein, eds., Reading in Attitude
Theory and Measurement (New York: John Wiley & Sons,, Inc., 1957), p. 8.
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With specific reference to race, Pettigrew stated that a person's
attitude toward the opposite race is governed by the norms of the group
to which he refers his behavior—his "reference group". He said, for
example, "that a person may honestly have one attitude at work and just
7
as honestly have a much different attitude within his home community."
Having recognized this relationship between behavior and attitudes,
this investigator was concerned only with that body of literature which
pertained to racial attitudes and education with specific reference to
public school desegregation.
Racial Attitudes and Administrative Leadership
In 1956, in the United States as a whole, only 48 percent of whites
0
supported school integration according to Hyman and Sheatsley. Although
other researchers have polled public opinion on the issue of desegrega¬
tion, this review is limited to the American Institute of Public Opinion
and the Catholic Digest Survey reports because of the greater scope of
their coverage.
The Catholic Digest Survey, considered to be the first comprehensive
survey of public attitudes toward desegregation solutions to the racial
problem in the U. S., released a report in that same year which published
the following points, among others, on which majorities of all four groups,
Negroes, and whites. North and South, appeared to agree;
1. That the Negro-white problem is one of the biggest
problems in our country today.
^Thomas F. Pettigrew, "Social Psychology, Desegregation and Re¬
search," American Psychologist 16 (I96I): 105-12.
Q^Herbert Hyman and Paul B. Sheatsley, "Attitudes Toward Desegre¬
gation," Scientific American 195 (December 1956); 35-39.
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2. That it will be solved some day.
3. That individuals should not leave it to the government
alone.
4. That a definite plan is needed for solving the problem.
5. That education does more good than laws in solving the
problem.9
The American Institute of Public Opinion, in its July 12, 1954
release, found that 54% of the national vote approved the U. S. Supreme
Court decision, and in 1956 found that 71% of Americans preferred that
"the government should try to bring about the integration of white and
Negro children in public schools gradually—that is, over a long period
4: .,10of years."
Among other researchers who have shown an interest in racial atti¬
tudes and education is Schwartz who observed that "the past twenty years
have witnessed great changes in the extension and guarantee of rights and
opportunities to Negro Americans."^^ This observation related to ten
surveys conducted between 1942 and 1965 by the National Opinion Research
Center in Chicago and the Roper Center for Public Opinion Research at
Wi 11 iamstown, Massachusetts. One question had particular reference to
desegregation in education. To the question, "Would you object to having
your children attend school where the majority are Negroes?" forty percent
answered "no". Schwartz also found that "The better educated, especially
9
Melvin M. Tumin, Seqreqation and Desegregation; A Digest of
Recent Research (New York: Anti-Defamation League of B'nai B'rith,
1957), pp. 94-103.
^^Ibid., pp. 103-111.
^^Mildred A. Schwartz, Trends in White Attitudes Toward Negroes
(Chicago: National Opinion Research Center, 1967), pp. 8-10.
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Hooper supports this view in his conclusion that "elderly and less
well-educated whites opposed integration by more than a two-to-one margin,
while young college-educated favored it by a similar margin."
A study of white attitudes toward black people conducted from 1964
to 1970 reported that white people favor something between desegregation
and strict segregation. According to Campbell:
This has been a very uneven movement and many individual
white people have not moved with it but the direction of
the collective change has been unmistakable. . . The
most positive attitudes, on the average, are held by white
people with some college education, particularly those
whose college experience occurred after World War 11.14
Concerning Educational Leaders' Attitudes
This review of the related literature would not be complete without
some discussion of the attitudes of educational leaders who were expected
to take leadership positions to carry out the law.
As early as the summer of 1954, Knebel and Case^^ conducted a
study which showed that the overall attitude scores of white administra¬
tors toward desegregation were lowest, college teachers were most liberal
closely followed by white secondary school teachers. The author suggested:
13
Bayard Hooper, "The Real Change Has Just Begun," Life. January
9, 1970, pp. 102-106.
14
Angus Campbell, White Attitudes Toward Black People (Ann Arbor,
Michigan: Institute for Social Research, 1971), pp. 155-160.
^^Earl H. Knebel and Herman M. Case, "Attitudes Toward Desegrega¬
tion: A Study of School Administrators and Teachers," by Melvin M. Tumin,
Segregation and Desegregation: A Digest of Recent Research (New York:
Anti-Defamation League B'nai B’rith, 1957), p. 39*
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The consistently lower scores of the white administrators
may have a number of possible interpretations. It may be
that this group is basically a more prejudiced group. How^
ever, the instability of tenure of administrators would likely
be a big factor in influencing administrators to hold the "sta¬
tus quo". As leaders in their communities, school adminis¬
trators must assume greater responsibility when confronted with
school problems such as desegregation and are under more direct
community pressure. In addition, the administrators are gen¬
erally older than the other educators; they have not had the
advantages of more recent education.lo
Educational leaders were seemingly caught in a crossfire of social
changes which, to some extent, were beyond local control and beyond
their areas of preparation and competence. Reinforcement of this view
cane from Ruby^^ who found that superintendents in forty-seven metro¬
politan areas of over 500,000 population agreed, in general, that the
problems emanating from the federal level consumed a great deal of their
time. The most perplexing of these problems dealt with Supreme Court
rulings which resulted in law suits being brought against school dis¬
tricts.
Jackson makes this observation;
. . • unless educators—both administrators and school board
policy makers at the local level assume much more initiative
in resolving the issues of race and segregation, these outside
agencies, especially the courts, will continue to dictate
policy and make it increasingly difficult to control the pro¬
cess of education at the local level.18
^Donald W. Ruby, "Problems of Metropolitan School Districts as
Viewed by Superintendents" (Ed.D. dissertation. University of Nebraska
Teachers College, 1968).
18
Barbara L. Jackson, "The Atlanta Plan," paper presented at the
Danforth Foundation Urban Administrators Fellowship Program Seminar,
25 January 1975* p. 3*
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Professional organizations, such as the Southern Regional Council,
Phi Delta Kappa, the American Association of School Administrators, and
educators in general, went on record to give guidance to school adminis-
19
trators. Hill and Greenberg made early attempts to supply answers to
questions on the meaning of the Brown I decision and what citizens can do.
The Southern Regional Council expressed this view:
There is an opportunity and, we think, and obligation for
the U. S. Office of Education to provide information and
counsel to school administrators and teachers engaged in
the desegregation process. . . . There ought to be analy¬
ses, widely disseminated of the plans adopted in various
places, and their success; factual studies of the academic
efforts of integration; and professional discussion of the
technical problems of school administrators during the
integration process.^0
Wey*s Guidebook included a step-by-step analysis for school desegre¬
gation. Seemingly on guard, he wrote;
The preparation, adoption, and implementation of a plan for
desegregation is the most important task many school ad¬
ministrators will undertake in their professional lives.
... A superintendent and his staff, when confronted with
this task, should leave no stone unturned in gathering infor¬
mation or assistance in an effort to see that children of
both races are not handicapped or otherwise disturbed in
gaining a quality education.21
The American Association of School Administrators in a special
report on school racial policy said;
The Commission believes that every superintendent has an
inescapable responsibility to provide leadership in
19
Herbert Hill and Jack Greenberg, Citizens Guide to Desegregation;
A Study of Social and Legal Change in American Life (Boston; Beacon
Press, 1955)*
20
Southern Regional Council, The Federal Executive and Civil Rights
(Atlanta, Georgia; Southern Regional Council, January 1961), p. 19.
21
Herbert Wey, Planning and Preparing for Successful School Deseqre-
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developing the policies and practices which will help his
district attain quality education providing for individual
needs and common experiences.^^
A study by Stoff of 324 communities in the Southern and border
states which had undergone initial school desegregation from I960 to 1963,
included forty-four NAACP members and 104 chief school administrators.
Twenty-three significant variables related to non-violent desegregation
were identified and organized around the following six factors;
Factor I; Favorable School Leadership
Factor II; The Opposition
Factor III; The Urban Center
Factor IV; The Practical Community
Factor V; Active Community Support
23
Factor VI; Residual Support
Within Factor I; Favorable School Leadership, it was found that (1) the
chief school administrator led in the development of a school desegrega¬
tion plan; (2) the chief school administrator supported the school desegre-
24
gation plan; and (3) the school board supported the desegregation.
It is against this background of concern about the role of educa¬
tional leadership that we find school administrators turning to tech¬
niques involving legal staff and human relations specialists, to the
colleges and universities for technical assistance, and to the community
gation; A Guidebook (Bloomington, Indiana; Phi Delta Kappa, 1965), p. 45.
22
American Association of School Administrators. Special Commission
on School Racial Policy, School Racial Policy (Washington, D. C.; Ameri¬
can Association of School Administrators, 1966), p. 44.
23
Sheldon Stoff, The Two-Way Street; Guideposts to Peaceful School
Desegregation (Indianapolis, Indiana; David-Stewart Publishing Co.,
1967), pp« 66-67.
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for participation on desegregation matters.
Morris found that "the techniques recommended most frequently by
administrators for effecting a successful transition were to make the
transition as quietly and as routinely as possible, inform the community
of plans and objectives, and select superior teachers to initiate the
25
changes."
Thornsley looked toward the colleges and universities by recom¬
mending that;
(1) superintendents become more knowledgeable concerning
the research on intergroup relations from the social
science disciplines of psychology and sociology, and
(2) school districts conducting integration programs make
use of leadership techniques for influencing human be¬
havior which attempt to change individual attitudes and
values as well as techniques which alter situations in
which individuals are to act (e.g., racially balanced
classrooms).26
27
Johnson also believes that the colleges and universities can
more effectively develop programs for educating educational adminis¬
trators. He maintains that administrators need an education of the
sort that will enable them to act differently, from different perspec¬
tives, reasons and values. With specific reference to desegregation
he feels that;
Their understanding of such events as the 1954 decision
or their ability to see its continuing policy implications
in present strategies such as busing, as well as their
25
Eddie W. Morris, "Factors Related to Faculty Desegregation in
Public Schools" (Ed.D. dissertation. University of Kentucky, 1965).
26
Jerome Thornsley, "The Superintendent Leadership Techniques for
Intergroup Racial and Ethnic Relations in Desegregated Public Schools"
(Ed.D. dissertation. University of Southern California, 1969).
27
Henry C. Johnson, Jr., "Educational Policy Study and the Histori¬
cal Perspective," Educational Administration Quarterly 2 (Spring 1975)s 38-54.
25
ability to develop fresh policy alternatives, will depend
upon their giving attention to the beliefs and values in¬
volved, not merely their acquaintance with abstractions or
impersonal events.28
He makes this point clear by saying that educational administrators need
work, not only in history but in studies such as philosophy and litera¬
ture—indeed all the arts and sciences. This is not only not alien but
positively useful in the preparation and continued development of adminis¬
trators.
29 30
Sperry and Shafer were concerned about educational problems
having legal implications and felt that educators are genuinely involved
with such problems. Among Shafer's recommendations are:
(1) that school attorneys have special training in school law;
(2) that school administrators be required to have school law
training at the master's degree level; and
(3) that school law training be incorporated into undergraduate
courses for students preparing to become teachers.31
As a result of racial confrontations coupled with conflicts growing
out of the rigidity of traditional schools, Newman reports that there
appears to be a slowly but steadily emerging need for what now appears as
a human relations specialist. He found that "many schools are operating




David J. Sperry, "The Preparation and Training of Individuals
Concerned with Legal Aspects of Education" (Ed.D. dissertation. Univer¬
sity of Utah, 1970).
30
Charlie J. C. Shafer, "A Study of Historical and Legal Factors
Influencing the Desegregation Process of the Public Schools of Missis¬
sippi" (Ed.D. dissertation. University of Southern Mississippi, 1971).
26
to lessen tensions, reduce conflicts,_increase participation and coopera-
32tion between the schools and the community."
Educational Polls
Meanwhile, educational pollsters attempted to keep a pulse on the
national attitudes concerning desegregation. Phi Delta Kappa conducted
polls over a six year period. The results for the years of 1972, 1973
and 1974 are selected for this study because it was within this same
period that Emergency School Assistance Program (ESAP) and later Emergency
School Aid Act (ESAA) monies became available to further support desegre¬
gation.
In 1972, the Phi Delta Kappa survey introduced the major parties
operating in or close to the school racial arena; the court, the public,
the parent, the school administrator, the board of education and the
teacher. According to the responses, the judge was assigned just one
function, the responsibility of determining whether a school district had
violated the Constitution. In the development of school district policy
in respect to racial balance, Kappans wanted the public and the teachers
33
on stage with the school board and administrators.
The 1973 Fifth Annual Gallup Poll of Public Attitudes Toward Edu¬
cation included a separate survey to learn the views of professional
educators (teachers, assistant principals, principals, administrators
32
Bill Newman, "The Emerging Role and Status of the Director of
Human Relations in the Desegregation of Selected Public Schools in Texas"
(Ed.D. dissertation. North Texas State University, 1974).
33
Harold Spears, "Kappans Ponder Racial Issues in Education,"
Phi Delta Kappa 54 (December 1972): 244-246.
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and superintendents) in every area of the country. When professional
educators were asked to name the most important problems confronting
the public schools, integration/segregation problems were second on the
list. It was noted that five years prior to this poll the problem was
fifth on the list.^^
And a final poll in 197^ again reported the number two problem was
integration/segregation. Fears about "crime in the schools," sports
participation by girls and teacher tenure were among the other growing
35
concerns revealed in this final poll.
Concurrently, this investigator observed that the topic of desegre¬
gation was almost extinct during this period beginning with 1972, the
year when ESAP became available. It seems that desegregation was sub¬
sumed under the category of curriculum innovations.
Rivers lends some support to this view for he developed a planning
guide for comprehensive change through the process of desegregation.
He said: "Further research is necessary to determine whether compre-
hensive educational change retards the act of desegregation."•’
A most serious problem which has emerged in the attempt to develop
a unitary system is the high turn-over rate of superintendents. Blue
concludes; "Turnover of elected school superintendents has significantly
34
George H. Gallup, "Fifth Annual Gallup Poll on Public Attitudes
Toward Education," Phi Delta Kappa 55 (September 1973): 38-50.
35
George H. Gallup, "Sixth Annual Gallup Poll on Public Attitudes
Toward Education," Phi Delta Kappa 15 (September 1974); 20-32.
^ Charles H. Rivers, "The Development of a Planning Guide for Com¬
prehensive Change Through the Process of Desegregation" (Ph.D. disser¬
tation, The Ohio State University, 1973).
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increased since the initiation of efforts to disestablish the dual school
37
system in Georgia."
Another concern identified in a study by Jackson related to school
boards. He felt that: "the superintendent and his staff were limited
in their exercise of leadership due to the lack of Board support in plan-
ning for further increased school desegregation.""^
Added to this is what Mornel 1 suggests, namely, "that the desegre¬
gation decision is a decision made under conditions of uncertainty, based
on values of the decision maker rather than past experience or objective
criteria."^^
A final note. Speaking of national issues and education Grant Venn
said this:
Rightly or wrongly, this nation hit upon education as the
major social institution to provide solutions to its prob¬
lems. We must look at the goals of education and at the
activities of the school not just in terms of what is ideal
but in terms of the environment in which education functions:
the attitudes of the people, and the role of-the other finan¬
cial, political and social agencies in our Society.^
In summary, the review of the research on racial attitudes has sug¬
gested that there has been a steady growth in the acceptance of Blacks
by whites from the late l800*s to the present. Generalizations about these
37
Edwin M. Blue, "School Desegregation and Involuntary Turnover of
Elected School Superintendents in Georgia" (Ed.D. dissertation. Auburn
University, 1970).
■oQ
James W. Jackson, "A History of School Desegregation in Lee
County, Florida" (Ed.D. dissertation. University of Miami, 1970).
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Eugene S. Mornel1, "The School Desegregation Decision: Behavior
and Value Change Under Conditions of Uncertainty" (Ed.D. dissertation,
Claremont Graduate School, 1972).
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Grant Venn, Man, Education and Manpower (Washington, D. C.:
The American Association of School Administrators, 1970), p. 20.
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racial attitudes, however, are difficult to make without considering, in
the opinion of this writer, the other socially related problems; popu¬
lation, the movement of industry away from the cities, urban blight and
crime.
While recognizing that "all of the evidence is not in," this
investigator now turned to examine that body of research which related to
the legal framework for public school desegregation for the period begin¬
ning with Brown in 1954 and leading up to Pratt in 1975»
The Legal Framework for Public School Desegregation
In its decision of May 17, 1954 in Brown v. Board of Education, the
Supreme Court of the United States unanimously declared that "segregation
of children in public schools solely on the basis of race, even though
the physical facilities and other tangible factors may be equal deprives
the children of minority groups of equal educational opportunities, and
so denies them equal protection of the laws guaranteed by the Federal
41
Constitution."
The Court concluded in the (Brown I) that "in the field of public
education, the doctrine of ’separate but equal’ had no place. Separate
42
educational facilities are inherently unequal." Plaintiffs and others
in similar situations were deprived by segregation of equal protection
of the laws guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment. Repudiated was the
doctrine of "separate but equal" which had been generally accepted since
1896 when it was first enunciated in the Plessy v. Ferguson case dealing
Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, (1954).
30
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with separation of the races in the railroad coaches. Although the
Supreme Court had indirectly inferred that the doctrine was acceptable
there, it had never applied it directly in a public school case. Not
until 1954 had it been squarely faced with the question of its applica-
44
bility to public schools.
Explicitly rejecting the sociological as well as the law ex¬
pressed in Plessv v. Ferguson, the Supreme Court in Brown I (1954)
declared that;
To separate (Negro children) from others of similar age
and qualification solely because of their race generates
a feeling of inferiority as to their status in the com¬
munity that may affect hearts and minds in a way unlikely
ever to be undone.^5
The result of state enforced segregation of Negro students was
concluded to constitute a deprivation of equal educational opportunity
and a denial of equal protection of the laws in violation of the Four¬
teenth Amendment.
Because of the wide applicability of the Brown I decision, the
Court postponed for one year the issuance of a decree to enforce its
ruling. After waiting one year to allow the import of its ruling (Brown
_I) to be recognized, the Supreme Court issued the second Brown decision
(Brown II) charging the lower courts with the duty of requiring local
school officials to "make a prompt and reasonable start" in the desegre¬
gation process, and to exercise good faith in establishing nonracial
43
Plessv V. Ferguson. I63 U.S, 537, 16 S.Ct.
(1896).
1138, 41 L.Ed. 256
44
45
Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka. 1954
Ibid.
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school systems "with all deliberate speed" and "at the earliest practic¬
able date."^^
The specific applications for desegregating public schools were the
subject of many cases in lower Federal courts. In 1958, the President
of the United States dispatched troops to Little Rock, Arkansas to enforce
the desegregation order of the local Federal district court. At this
point, the Court acted promptly to assure that a state governor and
legislature could not defeat the implementation of the desegregation
decree. In the Little Rock case (Cooper v. Aaron. 1958), the Court
expressed its vow that constitutional principles cannot be abandoned
because of disagreement with them. It had to speak in bolder terms, de¬
claring that the constitutional rights of children could not be "dis¬
criminated against in school admissions on grounds of race or color . . .
can neither be nullified openly and directly by state legislators or
state executive or judicial officers, nor nullified indirectly by them
through evasive schemes for segregation whether attempted ingeniously
or ingenuously."^^
For almost five years after the Little Rock case (September, 1958
to June, 1963), the Supreme Court did not hand down a single school
desegregation decision. Keeping his word and the stipulation in the
Brown II decision. Chief Justice Warren left the responsibility of apply¬
ing the basic constitutional principles for resolving desegregation
46
Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 349 U.S. 294, 75 S.Ct.
753, 99 L.Ed. 1083 (1955).
47
'Cooper V. Aaron, 358 U.S. 1, 785 Ct. 1401, 3 L.Ed. 2d. 5
(1958).
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problems of individual school districts to the lower Federal Courts.
Emphasis in desegregation shifted to determining what kind of desegre¬
gation plans or systems would be sufficient to convince the courts of
the good faith efforts of school officials in making "a reasonable
start" toward the elimination of dual school systems.
In most areas of the South, the first efforts at enforcenent of
the Brown case principles were token changes in the traditional pattern
of totally excluding Negro students from the all white public schools.
These initial changes included pupil transfer privileges, and the free¬
dom of choice plan. It became evident, however, that court approved
desegregation plans were not, in fact, producing an acceptable rate of
desegregation.
In 1963, the Supreme Court decided on two cases relative to desegre-
48
gation plans. The McNeese v. Board of Education of Cahokia, Illinois
Decision ruled on the pupil assignment statute method (public transfer
privileges), and held that slow, expensive, and generally futile state
administrative remedies set up by student assignment statutes need not be
exhausted as a prerequisite to restoring to the Federal courts for vindi¬
cation of the right to be free from racial discrimination in public
schools. More important the Goss v. Board of Education of Knoxville.
49
Tennessee destroyed the minority to majority transfer privilege which
had served as an escape hatch for the few white students who had been
48
McNeese v. Board of Education of Cahokia, Illinois. 373 U.S. 668
(1963).
^^Goss V. Board of Education, 373 U.S. 683, 83 S.Ct. 1405, 10
L.Ed. 2d 632 (1963).
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assigned to predominately black schools, holding that this device in¬
evitably operated to perpetuate racial segregation, in violation of the
Equal Protection clause. It invalidated a transfer provision whereby a
student upon request would be permitted to transfer from a school where,
after a rezoning, he would be in a racial minority, back to his former
school. In the former school, his race would be in the majority because
of the prior segregation policy. Since the transfer plan was based
solely on racial factors which "inevitably" would lead back toward segre¬
gation of the students by race, it was held unconstitutional.
In 1964, the Court in Griffin v. County School Board of Prince
Edward County. Virginia nullified the tuition grant scheme, thwarting
school desegregation, by holding that the use of public funds to pay
tuition expenses of white children enrolled in segregated private schools
in order to avoid attending integrated public schools is unconstitutional.
Justice Black, in writing the opinion in this case stated, "the time for
more 'deliberate speed' has run out . . ." The statement was in con¬
nection with the Court's holding that the closing of the public schools
in Prince Edward County, Virginia, while the state contributed to the sup¬
port of private segregated white schools that took their place, denied
black students equal protection of the law. Prince Edward County was
ordered to reopen its public schools on a desegregated basis, and the
Federal district court was authorized to require the school authorities
to "exercise the power that is theirs to levy taxes to raise funds" for
4.U 50the purpose.
^^Albert P. Bloustein and Robert L. Zangrando, Civil Rights and
the Black American (New York; Simon and Schuster, 1970), p. 416;
Griffin v. County School Board of Prince Edward County, Virginia,
377 U.S. 218 (1964).
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In the midst of agonizing efforts of the Courts to give some
direction in desegregation controversies, Congress finally made an
entrance. Congress in two ways tactfully expressed its recognition of
the validity of the constitutional principle of the Brown case. First,
Congress passed the Civil Rights Act of 1964 which states:
No person in the United States shall, on the ground of race,
color or national origin, be excluded from participation
in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimina¬
tion under any program or activity receiving Federal financial
assistance.
This provision clearly declared that Federal funds could not be
used for programs or services that discriminated on the basis of race
or color. Thus, Federal financial aid to schools became linked to the
elimination of segregated schools. The Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare now gave direction and applied the pressure of threats to cut
off Federal funds in order to induce school districts to institute or
accelerate desegregation. Secondly, Congress authorized the U. S. Com¬
missioner of Education to provide financial assistance^^ and counseling
service to encourage school desegregation. Congress also authorized
the U. S. Attorney General to bring civil suits in the name of the United
States to prevent racial discrimination in the operation of public schools
and colleges.
The belated efforts to carry out constitutional principles now
took two approaches. First, the Justice Department promptly stepped into
the spotlight with an extensive campaign of prosecutions of Federal
Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA)—A Federal grant which made funds
available beginning January 1973 to school districts to further desegre¬
gation.
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court suits to force recalcitrant school districts to begin or extend
further desegregation. Secondly, the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare (HEW) developed guidelines recommending acceptable systems
of desegregation and prescribed minimum achievement levels which would
qualify school districts to continue to receive Federal funds. The courts
generally welcomed HEW guidelines which were clearly acknowledged in
April 1967 by the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals in the Second Jefferson
County, Alabama case opinion:
Officials administering public schools . . . have the
affirmative duty under the Fourteenth Amendment to bring
about an integrated, unitary school system in which there
are no Negro schools and no white schools—just schools.
Expressions in our earlier opinions distinguishing between
integration and desegregation must yield to this affirmative
duty, we now recognize. In fulfilling this duty, it is not
enough for school authorities to offer Negro children the
opportunity to attend formerly all-white schools. The
necessity of overcoming the effects of the dual school sys¬
tem . . . requires integration of faculties, facilities,
and activities as well as students so that there are no
Negro or other minority group schools and no white schools
—just schools.52
A major implication of the Jefferson County decision was that it
placed the judicial stamp of approval on the desegregation standards set
forth by HEW in its Policies on Elementary and Secondary School Compli¬
ance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (HEW Guidelines).
In October 1969 the Supreme Court discarded the "all deliberate
speed" principle, and required immediate termination of all remaining
dual school systems. The Supreme Court asserted;
, . . The Court of Appeals should have denied all motions
for additional time, because continued operation of segre-
^^U.S. V. Jefferson County Board of Education. 372 F 2nd 836
(5th Cir. 1966) aff.d en banc. 380 F 2nd (1967), cert, denied 389
U.S. 840 (1967).
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gated schools under a standard of allowing "all deliberate
speed" for desegregation is no longer constitutionally
permissible. Under explicit holdings of this Court, the
obligation of every school district is to terminate dual
school systems at once and to operate now and hereafter
only unitary schools.53
The law provides that school districts must eliminate all vestiges
of the dual school system. The manner in which this is accomplished is
left largely to the individual school district. The open enrollment
concept has been initiated in many school districts and found to be
unacceptable. In urban and suburban school districts, students are gen¬
erally assigned to schools based on the attendance zone in which they
reside. In rural areas, students are often bused to city schools since
generally county schools have been replaced by consolidated school
systems.
In 1971 in the Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburq decision, the Supreme
Court acknowledged busing as a legitimate and effective method to ac¬
complish desegregation, "except where the time and distance of travel
is so great as to risk either, the health of the children or signifi-
54
cantly impinge on the educational process."
In February 1973 the Federal Court ruled that HEW must review one
hundred twenty-five school districts to determine if additional desegre¬
gation is feasible.School districts in sixteen southern states were
^^Alexander v. Holmes County Board of Education. U.S. 90 S.Ct. 29»
24 L.Ed. 2d 19 (1969).
^^Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburq Board of Education. 402 U.S. 1
^^Adam v. Richardson. 365 F. Supp. 92 (D.D.C., 1973).
1971
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cited at the time as needing compliance reviews. In March 1975 the
Federal Court again held that school districts in these same states had
not desegregated to the fullest extent possible. HEW was ordered to
carmunicate with each of the one hundred twenty-five school districts,
putting them on notice to rebut or explain any racially disproportionate
schools in the district.HEW was further ordered to bring these school
districts into compliance or to administrative hearing within a seven
month time period.
These two cases, Adams v. Richardson and Adams v. Weinberger are
significant because for the first time in the twenty year period, a
Federal district Judge, John H. Pratt, placed specific time limits on
enforcing school desegregation.
Summary
This investigator examined within this chapter those studies which
showed the racial attitudes of the general public and educational leaders
toward desegregation for the period of time from 195^ to 1975* These
studies reveal that public approval of desegregation varied with the level
of formal education, i.e., those who had completed college were generally
more favorable than those who had only completed high school. Presumably,
certain types of educational influences are effective in creating more
favorable attitudes.
Educational leaders were aware of the political forces operating
on this issue and moved cautiously behind the tail winds of public opin¬
ion. They moved from inertia slowly and only after they were directed
^^Adams v. Weinberger, 391 F. Supp. 269 (D.D.C., 1975).
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by the courts through constitutional law did they begin to accept their
"affirmative duty" to desegregate the schools.
Historically, the legal framework for public school desegregation,
beginning with Brown in 195^ and continuing to 1975 with the Pratt
Decision, has raised a number of related issues, of which the most con¬
troversial is busing. These issues have been contaminated by political
questions and emotional attitudes.
This brings us to the central issue of this study and to the prob¬
lem under investigation: How do school superintendents. Federal officials
and officials of non-profit organizations perceive the Pratt Decision
as a means for furthering desegregation?
CHAPTER III
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This chapter describes the procedures followed in this study
to determine the perceptions of school superintendents, Federal offi¬
cials and officials of non-profit organizations relative to their inter¬
pretation of the Pratt Decision to further desegregation. Specifically,
this chapter presents the research instrument, identifies the population,
describes the collection, treatment and analysis of the data. The basic
design of this study was the descriptive survey method utilizing a mailed
questionnaire.
Survey research attempts to determine the incidence, distribution,
and interrelations among sociological and psychological variables.
Kerlinger states that survey research focuses on people, the vital facts
of people, and their beliefs, opinions, attitudes, motivations and be¬
havior.
The social scientific nature of survey research is revealed
by the nature of its variables, which can be classified
as sociological facts and opinions and attitudes. Socio¬
logical facts are attributes of individuals that spring
from their membership in social groups: sex, income,
political and religious affiliation, socio-economic status,
education, age, living expenses, occupation, race and so
on • • • •
The second type of variable is psychological and includes
39
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opinions and attitudes, on the one hand, and behavior,
on the other.1
This study is an attempt to determine the relationship between the
sociological variable or role of these decision makers (the independent
variable) and the psychological variable or their attitudes toward the
Pratt Court Order (the dependent variable).
The Instrument
The instrument used for this study is a twenty-nine item question¬
naire which was developed by the researcher and Dr. Ronald Kilpatrick
after an extensive search of the literature revealed that no other simi¬
lar questionnaire was available. It was the aim of the researcher to
gather information about a specific court order, rather than desegrega¬
tion in general, thus making it necessary to develop a questionnaire to
gather information about the attitudes of superintendents, federal of¬
ficials and officials of non-profit organizations relative to the Pratt
Decision Court Order (see Appendix A).
The following procedures were used to develop the survey question¬
naire;
1. construction of the initial survey questionnaire
2. selection of a jury panel to validate the questionnaire
3. validation of the questionnaire
4. administration of the validated questionnaire
Vred N. Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioral Research (New York;
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1973)» P* 411.
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The use of the questionnaire as a research instrument has been
subjected to much censure. Its weaknesses and limitations, as well as
its strengths, are clearly recognized by scholars. Mouly's discussion
of the advantages and disadvantages of the questionnaire as a research
tool is concluded with a checklist of criteria to evaluate question¬
naires. Selected from Mouly's checklist for this study are the follow¬
ing evaluative criteria:
1. Each question is related to the topic under investigation.
2. There are adequate questions to cover the overall topic.
3. The questionnaire is as brief as the study of the problem
will allow.
4. The questions are clear and unambiguous.
5. The questions are objective and in good psychological
order.2
Further, in order to counteract possible bias and misinterpreta¬
tion by the respondents, the specific wording of the official Adams v.
Weinberger Decision was used in developing the basic questions for this
study. Different expressions have different meanings to different people,
particularly when dissimilarities in socio-economic and cultural back¬
ground are involved. Thus, considerable effort was made to prepare a
questionnaire in the most scholarly fashion and caution was exercised
in not altering the actual language of the court order. The basic task
was to develop an instrument which would permit the respondents to answer
the questions truthfully. More specifically, the problem was one of
devising an instrument of maximum construct validity and which would
2
George J. Mouly, The Science of Educational Research (New York:
American Book Company, 1963), pp. 238-263.
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obtain the information relevant to the topic.
Kerlinger defines construct as a "concept . . . having been delib¬
erately and consciously invented or adopted for a special scientific
3
purpose." He maintains:
The measurement expert, when he inquires into the construct
validity of a test, usually wants to know what psychological
or other property or properties can "explain" the variance
of the test. He wishes to know what factors lie behind test
performance, ... In short, he seeks to explain individual
differences in the test scores of a measuring instrument.4
Cronback^ points out three parts to construct validation: sug¬
gesting what constructs possibly account for test performance, deriving
hypotheses from the theory involving the construct, and testing the
hypotheses empirically.
With this in mind, the first draft of the completed questionnaire
which consisted of thirty-five items was categorized as follows:
1. Demographic questions 9 items
2. The court order questions — 19 items
3. General questions — 7 items
Total 35 items
It was pilot tested to determine its face and construct validity.
The pilot study of the questionnaire was conducted in two phases.
Phase I consisted of the submission of the preliminary questionnaire
3
Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavior Research, pp. 461-^62.
4
Ibid.
^Lee J. Cronback, Essentials of Psychological Testing (New York:
Harper and Row, 1970), p, 143.
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of twenty-four graduate students who were enrolled in an advanced adminis¬
tration course in the School of Education at Atlanta University. This
made it possible to revise and modify the instrument to eliminate the
irrelevant and objectionable items.
Phase II included the submission of the second draft to a panel of
judges who were people of the same nature as those who were to receive
the final instrument. Specifically, they were federal officials, law¬
yers, public school administrators and non-profit agency officials within
the Atlanta metropolitan area. Their reactions and responses made it
possible to develop the third and final instrument which was identified
as the Pratt Decision Questionnaire (PDQ) and which was mailed to the
selected population of the research study.
As a result of the pilot study the questionnaire was reduced from
a total of thirty-five to twenty-nine items. The elimination of defect¬
ive, irrelevant and objectionable questions made it possible to reduce
the three basic types of questions as follows:
1. The demographic questions were reduced from nine
to eight items.
2. The court order questions were reduced from nine¬
teen to twelve items.
3. The general questions increased from seven to nine
items.
Several questions were rearranged in a better psychological order.
Unambiguity and clarity was assured in eight other questions.
The specific court order questions (numbers 6-17 in question¬
naire, Appendix B) proved to be objective as the pilot study group
responded positively or negatively to these items as opposed to a
response of "no opinion".
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Completion time of the questionnaire was approximately twenty
minutes and the final instrument was identified as the Pratt Decision
(iuestionnaire (PDd). (see Appendix B)
This instrument, as revised and submitted to the dissertation
committee was considered to be valid when applied to the Pratt Decision
Court Order.
The questionnaire was coded and mailed to the populations. In
Allen's discussion of some problems that the researcher may anticipate,
he sayss
Properly planned and administered, the mailing technique
for collecting data can be very effective. You may be
able to get data from a widely dispersed geographic
region that would be prohibitively expensive with per¬
sonal interviews or captive audiences .... But an
effective mailing, one that produces a high rate with
very reliable data, require a significant amount of pre¬
planning.6
The PD0, was coded to facilitate tabulation and follow-up and was
mailed to the public school district superintendents in eight south¬
eastern states (Region IV) identified in the court order. Federal of¬
ficials of Region IV and non-profit organization officials within Region
IV. (see Appendix C)
A cover letter from the investigator was included in the mailing
which explained the purpose of the study and solicited the participation
of the officials. Respondents were assured that their responses would
be held in the strictest confidence and a self addressed, stamped
envelope was included with the letter, (see Appendix C)
6
Allen, The Graduate Student's Guide to Theses and Dissertations.
p. 59.
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A separate letter of introduction from Dr. Ronald Kilpatrick, Assis¬
tant Professor of Education at Atlanta University was mailed to the re¬
spondents. (see Appendix C)
Several follow-up letters were prepared, some containing an addi¬
tional questionnaire, and were mailed approximately two weeks after the
first letter. This procedure together with selected telephone calls
increased the return rate within a two month period.
Selection of the Population
The subjects in this study consisted of three groups of decision
makers: public school superintendents, federal officials and officials
of non-profit organizations and agencies which are civil rights oriented.
The public school superintendents represented forty-four public
school districts in HEW Region IV: the southeastern states of North
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Ken¬
tucky and Tennessee and make up the total population of public school
district superintendents within Region IV. These districts were speci¬
fically identified in the Attachments to the Pratt Court Order of March
14, 1975. (see Appendix A)
The Office for Civil Rights (OCR), Region IV Atlanta, provided the
assistance in identifying the individual names and addresses of the
superintendents. Appendix 0 presents the states and districts of the
superintendents. To provide for anonymity, the names are withheld in
this report.
The federal officials group was also obtained with assistance of
the Atlanta OCR Regional Office of Education and included the adminis¬
trative and legal staff of the OCR Elementary and Secondary Branch Region
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IV and the administrative and legal staff of the Equal Employment Oppor¬
tunity Commissions of Region IV. Since much of the administrative com¬
pliance policies emanate from the Washington, D. C. office, the Atlanta
OCR provided names, positions and addresses of officials from that office
as well as those in the Department of Justice. OCR also provided the
names of sixteen district court judges* within the eight southern states.
There are forty-five decision makers in this group.
The third group of non-profit organization officials was obtained
from the OCR files as the population of civil rights oriented groups
which have cooperated with OCR in identifying problem areas and assis¬
tance in monitoring and compliance matters. This investigator further
verified the listings in this group.^
Also included in this group were the Human Relations Commissions,
independent lawyers who had represented individuals in complaints of
discrimination, university based, federally funded training coordination
centers which assisted with teacher displacements during desegregation
as well as the administrative staff of NEA OuShane Fund. Due to insuf¬
ficient addresses or the high mobility of these persons the post office
returned fifteen letters. Most of these returns were from the training
coordination centers which may have closed due to termination of funds.
Seven other respondents indicated a change in present position from non-
^See A. John Adams and John M. Burke, Civil Rights: A Current Guide
to the People, Organizations, and Events (New York: R. R. Bowker Co.,
1970); and Walter Schatz, ed.. Directory of Afro-American Resources (New
York: R. R. Bowker Co., 1970).
'Several letters of declination from district court judges and
federal officials can be found in Appendix C.
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profit to federal official (five returns) and superintendent (one re¬
turn). This may suggest possible changes in employment. Thus, twenty-
two eliminations were made reducing the non-profit group from an original
population of sixty-four to forty-four, (see Appendix D)
Treatment of Data
The data were collected over a two month period in the summer of
1975. The returned responses were prepared for Hollerith cards (more
commonly referred to as IBM cards).
These communicating cards were punched to be used with the IBM 65O
Data Processing System in the Atlanta University Computation Center. The
Peabody Statistical DOl and Fortran IV were used as the computer program.
The data were subjected to chi-square tests to determine signifi¬
cance of differences at the .05 level. The chi-square statistic was
selected because the respondents do not constitute a sample of a normal
population, but are a population in themselves. This treatment of the
data enabled the researcher to study indepth the perceptions held by
individuals within the three groups, across groups and the total. The
groups were also compared by years in present positions, age, sex, race,
and ethnic group.
Cross-tabulations were made between the following groups:
1. Superintendents versus superintendents
2. Federal officials versus federal officials
3. Non-profit officials versus non-profit officials
4. Superintendents versus federal officials
5. Superintendents versus non-profit officials
6. Non-profit officials versus federal officials
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The eleven hypotheses were stated in the alternate form. The
hypotheses state that there will be significant differences between the
observed and the theoretical frequencies. The hypotheses were based on
the major problan areas identified in the Pratt Decision and the language
of the court was maintained.
Summary
Chapter III is a presentation of the design and methods used in
this study with respect to (1) the instrument, (2) the selection of the
population, (3) and the treatment of the data.
The researcher developed an instrument, the Pratt Decision Ques¬
tionnaire (PDQ.) which consisted of twenty-nine items considered to be
the specific problem areas identified by the Pratt Decision court order
and closely allied to desegregation in general. Construct validity was
established and the PDQ, was used to gather descriptive not predictive
data on the three groups in the population.
The population consisted of three groups of decision makers—public
school superintendents, federal officials and non-profit organization
officials within an eight state southeastern region identified as HEW
Region IV.
The concepts in the hypotheses were developed from the specific
references of the court concerning the desegregation problem areas.
The major statistic used to determine level of significance was
the chi-square. The data were further subjected to regression analysis,
coefficient of correlation and crosstabulations. A significance level
of .05 was used for all statistical tests.
CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to present and analyze the data of
the study as it pertains to the perceptions of public school superin¬
tendents, Federal officials and officials of non-profit organizations
relative to the Pratt Court Order to advance public school desegregation
in the southeast.
The population of this study was one hundred thirty-four decision
makers representing forty-five public school superintendents, forty-five
Federal officials and forty-four non-profit officials. These subjects
represent officials from eight southeastern states. The data were col¬
lected by a questionnaire, the Pratt Decision Questionnaire (PDQ), which
was developed by the investigator. The questionnaire was mailed to the
one hundred thirty-four persons of which seventy-one responses were
received within a two month time period during the summer of 1975* Table
1 shows that this represents a 53 percent return rate of the question¬
naire with 51*1 percent of public school superintendents responding,
51.1 percent of the Federal officials responding and 56.8 percent of re¬
sponses from the non-profit officials.
The statistical procedure includes the chi-square, mean, standard










School Superintendents 45 23 51.1
Federal Officials 45 23 51.1
Non-profit Officials 44 25 56.8
Total 134 71 53.0
and interpretation. The level of significance was established at the
.05 level.
Demographic Findings
The data show that the subjects of this study are predominately
male. Within the school superintendents' group, there are twenty white
males, three black males and no females. The superintendents' group
represent 32.4 percent of the total subjects. Within the Federal of¬
ficials group, there are seven white males, ten black males, one Mexican-
American male, one white female and four black females. In this group,
males represent 25.4 percent of the population and females represent
7.0 percent. The Federal officials represent 32.4 percent of the total
subjects. The non-profit group is composed of eleven white males, nine
black males, two white females, and three black females. Males in this
group represent 28.2 percent of the subjects while females represent
7.0 percent. The non-profit officials represent 35.2 percent of the
total subjects. Inclusively, males represent 86.0 percent of the total
population and females represent 14.0 percent of the total population
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as shown in Table 2.
Further analyses of the data show that blacks represent 40.9 per¬
cent of the total subjects, whites represent 57.7 percent and other
racial or ethnic representation is 1.4 percent.
Tables 2 and 3 present the data to support this discussion of the
subjects according to sex and race.
According to the computed data, superintendents show a mean score
of 2.04 years in their present position, the Federal officials' group
mean score is 2.48 and the non-profit mean score is 3.04 years in present
position. It can be seen in Table 4 that the superintendents' range is
from a minimum of one year to a maximum of between 16-20 years experi¬
ence in their present position. The Federal officials show a minimum
range of one year to a maximum of between 11-15 years and the non¬
profit range is from one year to a maximum of 21 years and over. Thus,
the non-profit officials have spent the longest period of time in their
present position followed by Federal officials with the superintendents
ranking lowest in number of years in their present position.
A further analysis of the computed data indicates that by race
and sex, the white males have spent the longest period of time in their
present position, followed by black males, black females and white
females.
With respect to age, the superintendents show a mean age of 47.5
years, the Federal officials* mean age is 41.0 and the non-profit mean
age is 42.5 years. Based on the data presented in Table 5, the super¬
intendents range from a minimum frequency of three in the 36-40 age
group to a maximum of eight in the 41-45 age group. The Federal officials
TABLE 2












Groups W B MA her cent W B her cent W B MA M F ber cent
School
Superintendents 20 3 0 23 32.4 0 0 0 0 87.0 13.0 0 32.4 0 23 32.4
Federal
Officials 7 10 1 18 25.4 1 4 5 7.0 34.8 60.9 4.3 25.4 7.0 23 32.4
Non-Profit
Officials 11 9 0 20 28.2 2 3 5 7.0 52.0 48.0 0 28.2 7.0 25 35.2








Subiect Frequency Percent Total
Black Male 22 31.0
Black Female 7 9.9
White Male 38 53.5





















Superintendents 7 10 5 0 1 0 23
Federal Officials 1 11 10 1 0 0 23
Non-Profit
Officials 2 5 11 5 1 1 25
Total 10 26 26 6 2 1 71
show a minimum frequency of two in the 26-30 age group and a maximum of
five in the 41-45 age group range, with the non-profit officials ranging
from a minimum of one in the 20-25 age group and a maximum of four in the
56 and over age group.
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TABLE 5



















Superintendents 0 0 0 3 8 2 7 3 23
Federal
Officials 0 2 7 4 5 3 1 1 23
Non-Profit
Officials 1 2 3 7 3 4 1 4 25
Total 2 4 10 14 16 9 9 8 71
Factors Contributing to the Solution of Desegregation Problems
Americans have consistently favored desegregation in general as
was reported in Chapter II, however, they have expressed strong attitudes
about how quickly it should be done and in what manner, such as busing.
In this section, the factors which contribute to the solution of the
problem were modeled from earlier polls conducted by the American Insti¬
tute of Public Opinion of 1954 and the Catholic Digest Survey of 1957 as
discussed earlier because this investigator believed that the subjects in
this study would likewise favor desegregation in general, although they
may hold varying degrees of satisfaction relative to the solutions to the
problem.
The four general factors which can contribute to solving desegrega¬
tion problems are: (1) education, (2) the courts, (3) the Federal govern¬
ment, and (4) social agencies and organizations (otherwise referred to as
non-profit organizations). The subjects were asked to rank these factors
on a continuum ranging from "none” to a "great deal".
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With reference to education, (Table 6) school superintendents on a
continuum from "none to a fair amount" show a negative rating of 14 per¬
cent, as opposed to the Federal officials’ lowest negative reaction of
5.7 percent, and non-profit officials' reaction at 14.1 percent. This
indicates that Federal officials feel that education is a major solu¬
tion to desegregation problems. There is, however, an overall total
population positive reaction of 66.2 percent with an overall negative
reaction of 33.8 percent ranging from "none to a fair amount."
School superintendents exhibit a statistical disregard for court
actions (Table 7) as the solution to the problem with a "great deal"
percentage of 7.1. Also, the continuum from "none to a fair amount"
is 23.8 percent. Federal officials and non-profit officials have a
"great deal" as indicated by the 28.1 and 25.4 percentages, respectively;
with a "none to a fair amount" percentage of 4.3 and 11.3» respectively.
Positive reactions to court ordered desegregation fall in the following
rankings: Federal officials, non-profit officials and school superin¬
tendents show a negative reaction to court ordered desegregation.
The non-profit officials tend to have a greater faith in the
Federal government (Table 8) to solve the problems of desegregation with
a "great deal" percentage of 30.9 and a none to fair amount reaction
of 5.8 percent. Federal officials show a "great deal" percentage of
25.4 and a "none" to "fair amount" reaction of 7.0 percent. In con¬
trast with the other two groups, school superintendents have a "great
deal" percentage of 7.0 with a "none to fair amount" reaction of 23.9
percent. The ranking of reactions from high to low is as follows: non¬
profit officials, federal officials and school superintendents.
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Now with regard to social agencies and organizations as the solu¬
tion to the problem, (Table 9) the overall data reveals a "great deal"
reaction of 43.5 percent and "none to fair amount" percentage of 56.5
The "great deal" reaction showed the following ranking order: school
superintendents (9*8 percent), Federal officials (15.4 percent), and
non-profit officials (18.3 percent). On the other hand, the none to fair
amount reaction fell in the following order: school superintendents (21.1
percent). Federal officials (17*0 percent) and non-profit officials
(18.4 percent). This data revealed a lack of confidence in social
agencies and organizations by the total population including those
decision makers who are charged with social actions.
















Superintendents 0.0 2.8 11.2 16.9 30.9*
Federal Officials 0.0 1.4 4.3 26.7 32.4
Non-profit Officials 0.0 8.4 5.7 22.6 36.7*
Percent Total 0.0 12.6 21.2 66.2 100.0
*Note: These percentages totals do not present the total of
the respective groups because all subjects did not respond correctly


















Super 1 n tender! ts 5.6 12.6 5.6 7.1 30.9
Federal Officials 0.0 1.5 2.8 28.1 32.4
Non-profit Officials 0.0 0.0 11.3 25.4 36.7
Percent Total 5.6 14.1 19.7 60.6 100.0
TABLE 8














Superintendents 5.7 12.6 5.6 7.0 30.9
Federal Officials 0.0 0.0 7.0 25.4 32.4
Non-profit Officials 0.0 1.4 4.4 30.9 36.7
Percent Total 5.7 14.0 17.0 63.3 100.0
FACTOR FOUR;
TABLE 9














Superintendents 2.8 8.5 9.8 9.8 30.9
Federal Officials 0.0 7.2 9.8 15.4 32.4
Non-profit Officials 1.4 4.2 12.8 18.3 36.7
Percent Total 4.2 19.9 32.4 43.5 100.0
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In summary, Table 10 shows a factorial comparison which reveals the
following chronological order: education (66.2 percent), the Federal
government (63*3 percent), the courts (60.6 percent), and social agencies
and organizations (43.5 percent). The conclusion that education is the
paramount factor which these subjects perceive as the solution to desegre¬
gation problems is in keeping with the generally held belief that educa¬
tion is a social panacea. The ranking of social agencies in the lowest
order seems to indicate that the contribution of these agencies as per¬













Education 0.0 12.6 21.2 66.2
The Courts 5.6 14.1 19.7 60.6
Federal Government 5.7 14.0 17.0 63.3
Social Agencies and
Organizations 4.2 19.9 32.4 43.5
General Perceptions Concerninq Solutions to Desegregation Problems
This section is designed to ascertain a perceptive viewpoint of
the total population concerning solutions to desegregation problems. It
covers such topics as the administrative performance of HEW in desegre¬
gation, the personal influence of the decision makers relative to insti¬
tution and organization policies and their overall knowledge and reaction
to the Pratt Decision.
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According to the data the total subjects were quite familiar with
the Pratt Decision as Table 11 reveals. There was a positive response
of 97.2 percent and a negative response of 2.8 percent. In more speci¬
fic terms, only two subjects—one superintendent and one Federal official
—out of seventy-one subjects did not have prior knowledge of the court
order. This overwhelming positive response adds validity to the per¬
ceptive outcomes of the study.
TABLE 11








School Superintendents 22 1 23
Federal Officials 22 1 23
Non-profit Officials 25 0 25
Cumulative 69 2 71
Responses as to whether this society is moving nearer to the solu¬
tion of desegregation shows that the total subjects in this study are
somewhat confused. About half of the subjects, 50.7 percent, responded
"nearer", 22.4 percent answered "farther", 12.7 percent felt "neither"
and 14.2 percent responded "don't know". The confusion occurs on the
continuum from "neither" to "don't know" where 26.9 percent of the total
population can be found. The within group analysis, however, reveals
that the Federal officials are widely dispersed with a "nearer response
of 34.6 percent and a "don't know" response of 26.5 percent giving a 8.1
percentage difference. (See Table 12)
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TABLE 12













School Superintendents 22.6 4.2 4.2 1.4 32.4
Federal Officials 11.2 8.4 4.2 8.6 32.4
Non-profit Officials 16.9 9.8 4.3 4.2 35.2
Percent Total 50.7 22.4 12.7 14.2 100.0
As to their satisfaction with southern school desegregation. Table
13 shows that about half of the subjects, 53.5 percent, were dissatis-
fied with a satisfied rate of 40. 9 percent Federal compliance officials
and non-profit officials are dissatisfied with the respective percentages
of 24.0 and 23.9* On the other hand, school superintendents are relative
satisfied with a percentage of 25 .4.
TABLE 13
SATISFACTION WITH SOUTHERN SCHOOL DESEGREGATION
Satisfied Dissatisfied No Opinion Percent
Groups Percent Percent Percent Total
School Superintendents 25.4 5.6 1.4 32.4
Federal Officials 5.6 24.0 2.8 32.4
Non-profit Officials 9.9 23.9 1.4 35.2
Percent Total 40.9 53.5 5.6 100.0
The subjects were asked to what extent do they personally influence
the policies of their institution or agency in the area of desegregation.
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The overall responses as revealed in Table 14 were 39.5 percent indicating
a great deal, 18.2 percent, a fair amount, 25*3 percent, a little and
17.0 percent indicating no opinion. The non-profit officials felt that
they exerted more influence with a percentage of 22.6 percent followed
by school superintendents, 14.0 percent and Federal officials showing
2.9 percent. The within group analysis of Federal officials reveals that
30.2 percent responded with no opinion.
TABLE 14















School Superintendents 14.0 8.4 4.2 5.8 32.4
Federal Officials 2.9 2.8 16.9 9.8 32.4
Non-profit Officials 22.6 7.0 4.2 1.4 35.2
Percent Total 39.5 18.2 25.3 17.0 100.0
Table 15 shows that there is an overwhelming disapproval of HEW's
performance in desegregation matters with a 61.8 percent rate and a
22.4 percent approval rate. The disapproval rating shows the following
order: non-profit officials, 28.1 percent, school superintendents, 19.7
percent, and Federal compliance officials, 14.0 percent. Once again,
the within group analysis of Federal officials reveals that 26.5 percent
of this group responded with "no opinion".
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TABLE 15










School Superintendents 9.8 19.7 2.9 32.4
Federal Officials 9.8 14.0 8.6 32.4
Non-profit Officials 2.8 28.1 4.3 35.2
Percent Total 22.4 61.8 15.8 100.0
When the subjects were asked: Do you think that HEW should be
more strict, less strict or continue about the same in its enforcement
activities, the overall responses were 67.5 percent more strict, 16.9
percent about the same, 9.8 percent less strict and 5.8 percent indi¬
cating no opinion. As shown in Table 16, the Federal officials and non¬
profit officials felt that HEW should be more strict as opposed to
superintendents who felt that the situation should remain about the same.
Also, the within group analysis of school superintendents reveals that
30.2 percent of this group felt that HEW should be less strict in en¬
forcement activities.
The question as to whether withholding of Federal funds would speed
up desegregation received an overall population rate of 80.2 percent that
felt school districts are more likely to desegregate by withholding Fed¬
eral funds, with a less likely rate of 8.4 percent, a no difference rate
of 7.0 percent and a no opinion rate of 4.4 percent as depicted in Table
17. The lack of statistical population dispersion may suggest that puni¬




















School Superintendents 9.8 11.2 9.8 1.6 32.4
Federal Officials 23.9 4.3 0.0 4.2 32.4
Non-profit Officials 33.8 1.4 0.0 0.0 35.2
Percent Total 67.5 16.9 9.8 5.8 100.0
TABLE 17
















School Superintendents 18.3 5.6 5.6 2.9 32.4
Federal Officials 29.5 1.4 0.0 1.5 32.4
Non-profit Officials 32.4 1.4 1.4 0.0 35.2
Total Percent 80.2 8.4 7.0 4.4 100.0
The subjects' overall perceptions of the Pratt Decision are some¬
what mixed as Table 18 shows that Federal officials and non-profit
officials have a favorable rate of 29*5 percent and 32.4 percent,
respectively, while school superintendents show an unfavorable rate of
22.5 percent. The within group analysis of superintendents reveals that
69.4 percent of this group responded with an unfavorable rating.
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TABLE 18










School Superintendents 7.1 22.5 2.8 32.4
Federal Officials 29.5 0.0 2.9 32.4
Non-profit Officials 32.4 0.0 2.8 35.2
Percent Total 69.0 22.5 8.5 100.0
Testing of Hypotheses
This section examines hypotheses which are the basic statistical
foundation of this study. Essentially, the hypotheses test whether or
not there are significant differences between the groups tested. If
the computed value of chi-square is greater than or equal to the table
value, the alternative hypothesis (HA) is accepted.
Swann Districts
With regard to Swann districts, these hypotheses state that there
will be a significant difference in the three groups on their attitudes
of the court's decision.
HAl. They will differ significantly in the case of
Swann where the court stated that enforcement
proceedings should be commenced against school
districts with one or more schools substantially
disproportionate in their racial composition.
Table 19 indicates that Federal compliance officials and non¬
profit officials seem to agree that enforcement proceedings should com¬
mence against school districts with a disproportionate ratio in racial
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composition. With 70.5 percent of the total population in agre«nent.
Federal compliance officials and non-profit officials make up 60.6 per¬
cent of that total percentage. On the other hand, those in disagreement
render a percentage of 23.9 and school superintendents make up 21.1 per¬
cent of that total percent.
At the .05 level of confidence, a chi-square of 9.488 or greater
is required to accept the alternative hypothesis. The computed chi-
square was 32.864, therefore, the alternative hypothesis is accepted and
there are differences among the groups.
TABLE 19











tendents 9.9 21.1 1.4 32.4
Federal Officials 31.0 0.0 1.4 32.4
Non-Profit Officials 29.6 2.8 2.8 35.2
Percent Total 70.5 23.9 5.6 100.0
x2 = 32.864 df = 4
HA2. There will be a significant difference in their
interpretation as to whether sixty days is a
reasonable time for HEW to communicate with those
districts with schools that are disproportionate
in their racial composition.
Table 20 shows that there are significant differences as to whether
a sixty-day period is a reasonable time for HEW to communicate with dis¬
tricts that are disproportionate in racial composition. This difference
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is not apparent in the between group analysis; 85.9 percent reasonable,
8.5 percent unreasonable and 5.6 percent no opinion. However, the dif¬
ference is revealed in the within group analysis. The within group
analysis for school superintendents revealed the following percentage
breakdowns 65.1 percent reasonable, 26.2 percent unreasonable, and 8.6
percent no opinion. Within analysis of the Federal compliance officials
and non-profit officials, the following respective percentage was given;
95.6 percent and 96.0 percent reasonable, 0.0 percent and 0.0 percent
unreasonable, 4.3 percent and 4.0 percent no opinion.
At the .05 level of confidence, a chi-square of 12.592 or greater
is required to accept the alternative hypothesis. The computed chi-
square was 16.309, therefore, the alternative hypothesis is accepted and
there are differences among the groups.
TABLE 20










School Superintendents 21.1 8.5 2.8 32.4
Federal Officials 31.0 0.0 1.4 32.4
Non-profit Officials 33.8 0.0 1.4 35.2
Percent Total 85.9 8.5 5.6 100.0
X2 = 16.309 df = 6
Title VI Districts
With regard to complaints of discrimination which violate Title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, it was felt that the three groups will
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show a significant difference in their attitudes towards the court's
ruling on this issue.
HA3. They will differ in their agreement as to whether
HEW has often delayed too long in ascertaining
whether a complaint or other information of racial
discrimination constitutes a violation of Title VI.
Federal compliance officials and non-profit officials agree with the
proposition that HEW has often delayed too long in ascertaining whether
a complaint constitutes a violation of Title VI. With 70.4 percent of
the total population in agreement, Federal compliance officials and non¬
profit officials make up 59.1 percent of that total percentage. However,
those in disagreement render a total percentage of 19.7 and school super¬
intendents make up 18.3 percent of that total percent as shown in Table
21.
At the .05 level of confidence, a chi-square of 12.592 or greater
is required to accept the alternative hypothesis. The computed chi-
square was 37*360, therefore, the alternative hypothesis is accepted as
there are differences among groups.
TABLE 21











tendents 11.3 18.3 2.8 32.4
Federal Officials 23.9 1.4 7.1 32.4
Non-profit Officials 35.2 0.0 0.0 35.2
Percent Total 70.4 19.7 9.9 100.0
X2 = 37.360 df = 6
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HA4. They will significantly differ in their approval
of HEW's efforts to obtain voluntary compliance.
Table 22 shows that there are significant differences in their
approval of HEW to obtain voluntary compliance. The within group analy¬
sis for school superintendents revealed the following percentage break¬
down: 43.5 percent approve, 34.9 percent disapprove, and 21.6 percent
indicate no opinion. Within analysis of the Federal compliance offi¬
cials and non-profit officials, the following respective percentages
were given: 17.3 percent and 16.2 percent approve; 74.0 percent and
83.8 percent disapprove; and 8.6 percent and 0.0 percent are of no
opinion.
At the .05 level of confidence, a chi-square of 12.592 or greater
is required to accept the alternative hypothesis. The computed value
was 17.768, therefore, the alternative hypothesis is accepted and there
are differences among groups.
TABLE 22










School Superintendents 14.1 11.3 7.0 32.4
Federal Officials 5.6 24.0 2.8 32.4
Non-profit Officials 5.7 29.5 0.0 35.2
Percent Total 25.4 64.8 9.8 100.0
X2 = 17.768 df = 6
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HA5. There will be a significant difference in their
interpretation regarding the reasonableness of
the time period which the court gave HEW to begin
enforcement proceedings in Title VI complaints
of racial discrimination.
Table 23 indicates that there are no significant differences re¬
garding the reasonableness of the time period under Title VI complaints
of racial discrimination. The above statistical conclusion is based
solely on the computed value of chi-square. At the .05 level of con¬
fidence, a chi-square of 9«^88 is required to accept the alternative
hypothesis. The computed chi-square was 7*308, therefore, the alterna¬
tive hypothesis is rejected and there are no significant differences
among groups.
TABLE 23










School Superintendents 19.7 12.7 0.0 32.4
Federal Officials 23.9 7.1 1.4 32.4
Non-profit Officials 31.0 2.8 1.4 35.2
Percent Total 74.6 22.6 2.8 100.0
X2 = 7.308 df = 4
HA6. The three groups will differ significantly on their
attitude of satisfaction with the performance of HEW
with regard to the court's statement that HEW has not
initiated a single administrative enforcement proceed¬
ing since the issuance of the court's order twenty-
five months ago.
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As shown in Table 24, there are significant differences relative to
the satisfaction with the performance of HEW and administrative enforce¬
ment proceedings. The satisfaction rate for HEW in the total population
is 18,3 percent with school superintendents making up 16.9 percent of
that total. The dissatisfaction rate is 69.0 percent with Federal com¬
pliance officials and non-profit officials comprising 57.7 percent of
that total.
At the .05 level of confidence, a chi-square of 12.592 is required
to accept the alternative hypothesis. The computed chi-square was
32.143, therefore, the alternative hypothesis is accepted and there are
differences among the groups.
TABLE 24











tendents 16.9 11.3 4.2 32.4
Federal Officials 1.4 23.9 7.1 32.4
Non-profit Officials 0.0 33.8 1.4 35.2
Percent Total 18.3 69.0 12.7 100.0
X2 = 32.143 df = 6
HA7. They will differ significantly in their responses
relative to the reasonableness of the time of
ninety days set by the court for HEW to determine
whether a district is in compliance with Title VI.
Table 25 shows that there are no significant differences on the
reasonableness of the ninety day time period with regard to whether a
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district is in compliance with Title VI. This difference is based on
chi-square and not percentage dispersions. At the .05 level of confi¬
dence, a chi-square of 9-^8 is required to accept the alternative
hypothesis. The computed chi-square value was 5*015, therefore, the
alternative hypothesis is rejected and there are no significant differ¬
ences among groups.
TABLE 25











tendents 19.7 11*3 1.4 32.4
Federal Officials 22.5 8.5 1.4 32.4
Non-profit Officials 31.0 4.2 0.0 35.2
Percent Total 73.2 24.0 2.8 100.0
X2 = 5.015 df = 4
ESAA Districts
Public school districts which receive funds under the ESAA pro-
gram must comply with civil rights assurances.
HA8. There will be a significant difference between the
three groups in their overall reaction to the court's
order that HEW within sixty days commence enforcement
proceedings against ESAA district.
Table 26 shows that there are significant differences regarding the
court's order that HEW within sixty days start enforcement proceedings
against ESAA districts. The favorable rate was 74.7 percent with Federal
compliance officials and non-profit officials comprising 62 percent of
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that total. The unfavorable rate was 19.7 percent with school superin¬
tendents comprising 15*5 percent of that total.
At the .05 level of confidence, a chi-square of 9.488 or greater
is required to accept the alternative hypothesis. The computed chi-
square was 23.362, therefore, the alternative hypothesis is accepted and
there are differences among the groups.
TABLE 26











tendents 12.7 15.5 4.2 32.4
Federal Officials 28.2 2.8 1.4 32.4
Non-profit Officials 33.8 1.4 0.0 35.2
Percent Total 74.7 19.7 5.6 100.0
X2 == 23.362 df = 4
Court Desegregation Orders
In cases where other courts have placed a district under a desegre¬
gation plan it was felt that the three groups would differ in their atti¬
tudes regarding Judge Pratt's rulings.
HA9. They will differ significantly in their interpre¬
tations regarding the over reliance of HEW on the
use of voluntary negotiations.
There are significant differences with regard to the over reliance
of HEW on the use of voluntary negotiations as shown in Table 27. The
within group analysis for school superintendents revealed the following
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percentage breakdown: 3^-9 percent agree, 65.1 percent disagree and
0 percent for no opinion. Within analysis of the Federal compliance
officials and non-profit officials, the following respective percentage
was given: 91.3 percent and 92.0 percent agree, 0.0 percent and 8.0
percent disagree and 8.7 percent and 0.0 percent for no opinion.
At the .05 level of confidence, a chi-square of 9.488 or greater
is required to accept the alternative hypothesis. The computed chi-
square was 35.569* therefore, the alternative hypothesis is accepted
and there are differences among the groups.
TABLE 27











tendents 11.3 21.1 0.0 32.4
Federal Officials 29.6 0.0 2.8 32.4
Non-profit Officials 32.4 2.8 0.0 35.2
Percent Total 73.3 23.9 2.8 100.0
X2 = 35.569 df = 4
HAIO. They will differ significantly in their responses
as to whether the courts should be notified in the
cases of violations or presumptive violations by
school districts subject to court desegregation
orders.
Table 28 shows that there are significant differences as to whether
the courts should be notified in cases where districts are in violation
of desegregation orders. The "should be" notified rate for the total
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population is 80.3 percent with Federal compliance officials and non-profit
officials comprising 62 percent of that total. However, the "should not
be" notified rate is 14,1 percent with school superintendents making up
11.3 percent of that total.
At the .05 level of confidence, a chi-square of 9«488 is required
to accept the alternative hypothesis. The computed chi-square value
was 14,074, therefore, the alternative hypothesis is rejected and there
are significant differences among the groups.
TABLE 28













tendents 18.3 11.3 2.8 32.4
Federal Officials 28.2 2.8 1.4 32.4
Non-profit Officials 33.8 0.0 1.4 35.2
Percent Total 80.3 14.1 5.6 100.0
X2 = 14.074 df = 4
HAll. They will differ significantly in their overall
reaction of the one hundred twenty day period of
time in which HEW is required to call to the
attention of the courts violations or presumptive
violations of court orders.
As shown in Table 29» there are significant differences relative
to the one hundred twenty day time period in which HEW must inform the
courts of desegregation violations. The favorable rate is 76.1 percent
with Federal compliance officials and non-profit officials making up 62
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percent of that total. The unfavorable rate was 2.1 percent with school
superintendents comprising 18.3 percent of that total.
At the .05 level of confidence, a chi-square of 9.488 is required
to accept the alternative hypothesis. The computed chi-square was
26.422, therefore, the alternative hypothesis is accepted and there are
differences among the groups.
TABLE 29











tendents 14.1 18.3 0.0 32.4
Federal Officials 28.2 2.8 1.4 32.4
Non-profit Officials 33.8 0.0 1.4 35.2
Percent Total 76.1 21.1 2.8 100.0
X2 =: 26.442 df = 4
In summary, the presentation of data in this chapter was based upon
the problem statement according to the following: (1) demographic find¬
ings, (2) factorial and perceptive findings and, (3) the tested hypotheses.
The subjects of this study consisted of seventy-one decision makers re¬
presenting eight southeastern states. The data, collected by a mailed
questionnaire, were analyzed and interpreted at the .05 level of confidence.
The analyses in the chapter were based upon the actual return of seventy-
one questionnaires out of a total of one hundred forty-five which were
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mailed. Other analyses of the questionnaire items, such as by education,
sex and race, could not be completed because of computer coding problems.
'The discussion of the findings along with the conclusions, implications
and recommendations of the study follow in Chapter V.
CHAPTER V
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
This study was concerned with the examination of the perceptions
of selected decision makers within the southeastern regional area toward
the Pratt Decision, a desegregation court order, which requires the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to enforce desegregation
laws in one hundred twenty-five racially disproportionate public school
districts in sixteen southern and border states.
A review of the related literature indicated that the legal frame¬
work for public school desegregation, beginning with Brown I in 195^ and
continuing to 1975 with Pratt Decision, has raised a number of related
issues, of which the most controversial is busing. These issues have
been contaminated by political questions and emotional attitudes as dis¬
cussed in Chapter II.
The population consisted of three groups of decision makers—public
school superintendents. Federal officials and non-profit organization
officials in eight southeastern states, Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Ken¬
tucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina and Tennessee. The
investigator developed an instrument, the Pratt Decision Questionnaire,
to gather the data and test the hypotheses. The data were subjected





These findings are based on the statistical analysis of the problem
statement and its by-products: demographic findings, factorial and per¬
ceptive findings and tested hypotheses. This process of analysis served
as a means to confirm the tenets which were germane to the study. Fol¬
lowing is a succinct presentation of these findings.
Demographic Findings
The return rate of the Pratt Decision Questionnaire was 53 percent
which is above the accepted or standardized rate of 40 percent. The
subjects of the study consisted of the following decision makers: school
superintendents, 32.4 percent, Federal officials, 32.4 percent and non¬
profit officials, 35.2 percent. In terms of current years in present
position, the non-profit officials have spent the longest period of time
followed by Federal officials with superintendents ranking the lowest.
Racially, whites made up 57.7 percent of the total population as
opposed to a Black percentage of 40.9. The school superintendents* group
was composed completely of males with a racial distribution of 87.0 per¬
cent white as opposed to 13.0 percent Black. Within the Federal offi¬
cials* group, composed of males and females, the racial percentage was
34.8 percent white, 60.9 percent Black and 4.3 percent Mexican-American.
Finally, the non-profit officials* group, composed of males and females,
was 52 percent white and 48.0 percent Black.
Females made up only 14 percent of the total population and males
86 percent. With respect to age, the mean of the population for school
superintendents was 47.5 years followed by non-profit officials, 42.5
years and lastly Federal compliance officials 41.0 years.
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Factorial Findings
Factorial analysis sought to identify solutions to desegregation
problems from the vantage point of school superintendents, Federal and
non-jjrofit officials. The subjects were asked what factors: education,
the courts, the Federal government and social agencies and organizations,
contribute the most toward solving desegregation problems.
The highest ranked factor was education at 66.2 percent. Federal
compliance officials felt that education was a major factor in desegrega¬
tion problems at a percentage of 26.7 followed by non-profit officials,
22.6 percent and school superintendents, 16.9 percent. The overall per¬
centage on the continuum from none to fair was 33*8 percent with the
following group breakdown: non-profit officials, 14.1 percent, superin¬
tendents, 14.0 percent and Federal officials, 5.7 percent. The low
ranking of the educational factor by school superintendents was perhaps
indicative of personal dissatisfactions with the manner in which this
political system has used school systems to solve social problems.
The second ranked factor was the Federal government at 63*3 percent.
Non-profit officials displayed confidence in the Federal government at
a percentage of 30.9 percent followed by Federal officials, 25.4 percent
and superintendents, 7.0 percent. The overall percentage on the con¬
tinuum from none to fair was 36.7 percent with the following percentage
breakdown: school superintendents, 23.9 percent, Federal officials,
7.0 percent and non-profit officials, 5.8 percent. The ranking reac¬
tions of the Federal government's responsibility from high to low was
as follows: non-profit officials. Federal officials and school super¬
intendents.
The third ranked factor was the courts with a percentage of 60.6.
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Federal officials had great faith in legal actions of the courts with a
percentage of 28.1 followed by non-profit officials, 25.4 percent and
school superintendents, 7.1 percent. The overall reactions on the
continuum from none to fair was 39.4 percent with the following break¬
down: school superintendents, 23.8 percent, non-profit officials, 11.3
percent and Federal officials, 4.3 percent. The ranking reactions to
the court's responsibility in desegregation problems from high to low was
as follows: Federal officials, non-profit officials and school superin¬
tendents.
The least ranked factor was social agencies and organizations with
a percentage of 43.5. Non-profit officials felt that social agencies
were somewhat of a factor in desegregation problems at a percentage of
18.3 followed by Federal officials, 15*4 percent and school superin¬
tendents, 9.8 percent. The overall percentage on the continuum from none
to fair was 56.5 with the following group breakdown: school superin¬
tendents, 21.1 percent, non-profit officials, 18.4 percent and Federal
officials, 17.0 percent. The ranking reactions to social agencies'
responsibility in desegregation problems from high to low was as follows:
non-profit officials. Federal officials and school superintendents.
In summary, the outline below gives the ranking order of the four
factors according to the highest percentage of a particular group on
the "great deal" interval.
School Superintendents' Rankings
1. Education 16.9%
2. Social Agencies 9.8%
3. The Courts 7.1%
4. Federal Government 7.0%
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The low percentage dispersion of superintendents reveals somewhat of
a lack of confidence in all four factors as solutions to desegregation
problems. However, there was more faith in the local school units and
social agencies than in the courts or the Federal government.
Federal Officials* Rankings




4. Social Agencies 15.4%
Federal officials tend to say that the courts should rule in desegre¬
gation matters with the local school units carrying out these mandates
with assistance from the Federal government.
Non-Profit Officials' Rankings
1. Federal Government 30.9%
2. The Courts 25.4%
3. Education 22.6%
4. Social Agencies 18.3%
Non-profit officials believed that desegregation is mainly the
responsibility of the Federal government with the courts and education
playing a major role in resolving desegregation problems.
Perceptive Findings
The following findings are a direct statistical outcome of per¬
ceptive analysis of the Pratt Decision;
1. The total subjects had an overwhelming prior knowledge of the
Pratt Decision at a percentage rate of 97.2. With regard to progress toward
solving desegregation problems, approximately half of the population, 50.7
percent, felt this society was nearer to solving its desegregation prob¬
lems with school superintendents making up 22.6 percent of this total.
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However, inclusive of the three groups 22.4 percent of the total subjects
thought society was farther from solving desegregation problems. Twelve
and seven-tenths percent had a "neither” and 14.2 percent "did not know".
2. Fifty-three and five-tenths percent of the total subjects showed
dissatisfaction with southern school desegregation and 40.9 percent of the
group showing a satisfaction response with a "no opinion" rate of 5.6
percent. The satisfaction analysis revealed that school superintendents
comprise 25.4 percent of the total "satisfied" responses. On the other
hand. Federal officials and non-profit officials constitute 47.9 percent
of the total "dissatisfied" responses.
3. Personal influence on policies of their institution or agency
in the area of desegregation revealed that non-profit officials felt
they exerted more influence at a rate of 22.6 percent followed by school
superintendents' rate of 14.0 percent and Federal officials showing a
rate of 2.9 percent. The overall percentages were: Great deal, 39.5
percent, fair amount, 18.2 percent, a little, 25.3 percent and no opinion,
17.0 percent.
4. There was a general disapproval of HEW's performance in desegre¬
gation problems at the rate of 61.8 percent. Twenty-eight and one-tenth
percent of the non-profit group disapproved of HEW's performance on
desegregation problems, followed by school superintendents' rate of 19.7
percent and Federal officials showing a rate of 14.0 percent. The total
approval rate for all subjects was 22.4 percent with a "no opinion" rate
of 15.8 percent.
5. The statistical dispersion on enforcement of desegregation laws
revealed that HEW should be more strict at a rate of 67.5 percent with
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the following breakdown; non-profit officials, 33*8 percent, Federal
officials, 23.9 percent and school superintendents, 9*8 percent. The
notion to maintain a neutral position or "about the same" revealed that
the percentage was 16.9 with school superintendents constituting 11.2
percent of this total. The less strict interval was 9*8 percent with
school superintendents comprising the total percentage.
6. The withholding of federal funds by HEW as a means to promote
desegregation revealed that school districts are more likely to desegre¬
gate at a rate of 80.2 percent. The less likely rate was 8.4 percent,
no difference, 7.0 percent and no opinion, 4.4 percent.
7. The overall perception of the Pratt Decision revealed a favor¬
able rate of 69.0 percent, and unfavorable rate of 22.5 percent and a
no opinion rate of 8.5 percent. It must be stated that school superin¬
tendents comprise the total unfavorable rate of 22.5 percent. Also,
the favorable rate revealed the following breakdown; non-profit officials,
32.4 percent. Federal officials, 29.5 percent and school superintendents,
7.1 percent.
Testing of Hypotheses
The hypotheses were stated in the alternative form which are posi¬
tive statements rather than the negative statements or null hypotheses.
Due to the statistical format of the study, these hypotheses are divided
into four groups; Swann Districts, Title VI Districts, ESAA Districts
and Court Desegregation Orders. These hypotheses, restated below, are
followed by a discussion of the statistical outcomes.
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Swann Districts
HAl. The three groups will differ significantly in the
case of Swann where the court stated that enforce¬
ment proceedings should be commenced against school
districts with one or more schools substantially
disproportionate in their racial composition.
This hypothesis was accepted at the .05 level of confidence and
there are statistical differences with respect to enforcement proceed¬
ings against school districts with a disproportionate racial composition.
The population agreed at the following rates, Federal compliance offi¬
cials 31 *0 percent, non-profit officials 29.6 percent and school superin¬
tendents 9.9 percent. The disagreement rate reveals the following dis¬
tribution, school superintendents 21.1 percent, non-profit officials,
2.8 percent and Federal compliance officials, 0.0 percent. Federal com¬
pliance officials and non-profit officials agreed with the stated hypo¬
thesis while white school superintendents disagreed.
HA2. There will be a significant difference in their
interpretation as to whether sixty days is a
reasonable time for HEW to communicate with
those districts with schools that are dispropor¬
tionate in their racial composition.
This hypothesis was accepted at the .05 level of confidence and
there are statistical differences with regard to time period and racial
composition. The total population felt that it is reasonable to allow
HEW sixty days to inform school districts that are disproportionate in
racial composition at the rate of 85.9 percent. However, the overall
unreasonable rate was 8.5 percent which was comprised of school superin¬
tendents. The no opinion rate was 5.6 percent.
Title VI Districts
HA3. They will differ in their agreement as to whether
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HEW has often delayed too long in ascertaining
whether a complaint or other information of racial
discrimination constitutes a violation of Title VI.
This hypothesis was accepted at .05 level of confidence and there
are statistical differences with respect to HEW and Title VI complaints
of racial discrimination. Federal compliance officials and non-profit
officials agreed with the proposition that HEW has often delayed too
long in Title VI violation with the respective percentages, 23.9 percent
and 35.2 percent. However, the overall disagree rate was 19.7 percent
with school superintendents composing 18.3 percent of that total.
HA4. They will significantly differ in their approval
of HEW's efforts to obtain voluntary compliance.
This hypothesis was accepted at the .05 level of confidence and
there are statistical differences with respect to HEW and voluntary
compliance. The disapprove rate was 64.8 percent with the following
percentage breakdown: school superintendents, 11.3 percent. Federal of¬
ficials, 24.0 percent and non-profit officials, 29.5 percent. The approve
rate was 25.4 percent with school superintendents constituting 14.1 per¬
cent of this total followed by non-profit officials, 5.7 percent and
Federal officials, 5.6 percent.
HA5. There will be a significant difference in their
interpretation regarding the reasonableness of
the time period which the court gave HEW to begin
enforcement proceedings in Title VI complaints of
racial discrimination.
This hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level of confidence and
there are no statistical differences with regard to HEW and enforc«nent
of Title VI violations. The total population felt the time period was
reasonable at a rate of 74.6 percent and unreasonable at the rate of
22.6 percent with a no opinion of 2.8 percent.
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HA6. The three groups will differ significantly on their
attitude of satisfaction with the performance of
HEW with regard to the court's statement-that HEW
has not initiated a single administrative enforce¬
ment proceeding since the issuance of the court's
order twenty-five months ago.
This hypothesis was accepted at the .05 level of confidence and
there are statistical differences with respect to HEW and administrative
enforcement of Title VI. The satisfaction percentage was 18.3 with
school superintendents constituting 16.9 percent of this total. Federal
compliance officials and non-profit officials showed a nominal satis¬
faction rate with the following respective percentage, 1.4 and 0.0 per¬
cent. The total dissatisfaction rate was 69.0 percent with the following
percentage breakdown: school superintendents, 11.3 percent. Federal
officials 23.9 percent and non-profit officials, 33.8 percent. The data
revealed that Federal officials and non-profit officials were dissatis¬
fied with performance of HEW while school superintendents only gave a
mixed reaction.
HA7. They will differ significantly in their responses
relative to the reasonableness of the time of ninety
days set by the court for HEW to determine whether
a district is in compliance with Title VI.
This hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level of confidence and
there are no statistical differences with regard to the ninety day time
period in which HEW must determine whether a particular district i^ in
compliance with Title VI, The total population felt that the ninety days
time period was reasonable at the rate of 72.3 percent, unreasonable at
the rate of 24.0 percent and with a no opinion rate of 2.8 percent.
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ESAA Districts
HA8. There will be a significant difference between the
three groups in their overall reaction to the court's
order that HEW within sixty days commence enforcement
proceedings against ESAA Districts.
This hypothesis was accepted at the .05 level of confidence and
there are statistical differences regarding the court's order that HEW
within sixty days must start enforcement proceedings against ESAA dis¬
tricts. The favorable rate was 7^.7 percent with the following percen¬
tage breakdown: school superintendents, 12.7 percent, Federal compliance
officials, 28.2 percent and non-profit officials, 33.8 percent. The
unfavorable rate was 19.7 percent with school superintendents constituting
15.5 percent of this total followed by Federal officials 2.8 percent and
non-profit officials 1.4 percent.
Court Desegregation Orders
HA9. They will differ significantly in their inter¬
pretations regarding the over reliance of HEW
on the use of voluntary negotiations.
This hypothesis was accepted at the .05 level of confidence and
there are statistical differences concerning the over reliance of HEW
on the use of voluntary negotiations. The total agreement rate was 73*3
percent with the following percentage breakdown: school superintendents,
11.3 percent. Federal officials, 29.6 percent and non-profit officials
32.4 percent. The disagreement rate was 23.9 percent with school superin¬
tendents making up 21.1 percent of this total followed by non-profit
officials, 2.8 percent and Federal officials, 0.0 percent.
HAIO. They will differ significantly in their responses
as to whether the courts should be notified in the
cases of violations or presumptive violations by
school districts subject to court desegregation orders.
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This hypothesis was accepted at the .05 level of confidence and
there are statistical differences with respect to notifying the district
courts in cases of violations of desegregation orders. The "should be"
notified rate for the total population was 80.3 percent with the follow¬
ing percentage breakdown: school superintendents, 18.3 percent, Federal
officials, 28.2 percent and non-profit officials, 33*8 percent. The
"should not be" notified was 14.1 percent with school superintendents
constituting 11.3 percent of this total followed by Federal officials,
2.8 percent and non-profit officials, 0.0 percent.
HAl 1. They will differ significantly in their overall
reaction of the one hundred twenty day period of
time in which HEW is required to call to the
attention of the courts violations or presumptive
violations of court orders.
This hypothesis was accepted at the .05 level of confidence and
there are statistical differences with regard to the one hundred twenty
day time period in which HEW must inform the courts of desegregation
violations. The favorable rate was 76.1 percent with the following per¬
centage breakdown; school superintendents, 14.1 percent. Federal com¬
pliance officials, 28.2 percent and non-profit officials, 33*8 percent.
The unfavorable rate was 21.1 percent with school superintendents con¬
stituting 18.3 percent of this total followed by Federal officials, 2.8
percent and non-profit officials, 0.0 percent.
Conclusions
The statistical analysis of the data and interpretation of the
findings of this study provide the foundation for the following con¬
clusions:
The subjects ranked four factors which contribute the most towards
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solving school desegregation problems: education, the courts, the Federal
government and social agencies and organizations. It should be emphasized
that the investigator made no attempt to define these concepts for the
subjects and the results reflect their interpretations of these terms,
1. School superintendents favored education and social agencies
over the Federal government and the courts to resolve the problems. This
suggests that the local school units and social agencies should be the
prime movers in providing solutions to desegregation problems.
2. Federal officials favored the courts and education to solve
school desegregation problems. It can be concluded that the courts should
rule in desegregation matters with the local school units having the major
responsibility to implement these laws.
3. Non-profit officials favored the Federal government and the
courts to solve school desegregation problems. This statistical outcome
revealed that their perceptions of desegregation problems were more legal
than local or social. Historically, the courts and the Federal govern¬
ment were used extensively by the non-profit officials to eliminate dis¬
crimination which may account for this conclusion,
4. The total subjects of this study felt that education was the
chief agent followed by the Federal government, the courts and social
agencies to resolve school desegregation problems. This ranking of
education in a paramount position was not unexpected since desegregation
is directly related to schools therefore educators are expected to solve
this problem.
5. The perceptive findings revealed a general dissatisfaction with
southern school desegregation and with the performance of HEW on these
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matters. These findings suggest that HEW should be more strict in en¬
forcement proceedings and withhold federal funds as a means to promote
desegregation.
6. Federal officials favored the Pratt Court Order which suggests
that they feel it will help them do their job to enforce the laws.
7. Non-profit officials favored the Pratt Court Order which sug¬
gests that they feel the superintendents and HEW will at last be prodded
to do their jobs in carrying out the desegregation laws.
8. Superintendents showed displeasure with the Pratt Court Order
which suggests that they feel that they are doing what they can to solve
the problems. Also, they may believe that the South is doing better than
other sections of the country to desegregate the schools.
9. On the Swann hypotheses concerning enforcement proceedings
against school districts with a disproportionate racial composition,
school superintendents disagreed with the court's ruling while the Federal
officials and non-profit officials agreed with the court. This suggests
that the superintendents may feel that the problems are too complex to be
resolved within the specific time periods set by the court.
10. The Title VI hypotheses revealed that Federal and non-profit
officials agree that HEW has often delayed too long in making a determina¬
tion on complaints of discrimination. The superintendents agree only
on the matter of the time period set by the court. This may suggest that
these officials feel that progress can be more easily documented because
of the reasonable time periods set by the court for HEW to begin enforce¬
ment proceedings against districts in non-compliance.
11. The ESAA Districts' hypothesis revealed an unfavorable rating
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by the superintendents while the Federal officials and the non-profit
officials feel that the time period set by the court was reasonable. This
may suggest that the superintendents fear the withholding of and/or loss
of federal funds.
12. The court desegregation orders' hypotheses concerning the
matters of HEW and voluntary negotiations, the notification of district
courts and the one hundred and twenty day period of time for the courts
to be informed of school districts which are in violation of the order,
revealed a general agreement among Federal and non-profit officials.
School superintendents were in disagreement with the court on these
issues.
13. Finally, it is concluded, based on data analyses, that three
Pratt equations are warranted. In short, the findings revealed an inverse
relationship between desegregation and the decision makers in this study.
The extent and outcomes of these relationships are shown below.
A. desegregation = COMPLACENCY
superintendents
School superintendents seemingly show a smugness and self-satisfaction
in maintaining the status quo on desegregation. Their job security may
depend upon their agreement with the prevailing community attitudes.
B. desegregation = FRUSTRATION
Federal officials
Federal officials find themselves in a personally frustrating and
defeating relationship between the courts and the school districts as they
attempt to discharge their duties. The full awareness of the thwarting
presence of community and political forces seems to create for them a
state of frustrating limbo.
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C. desegregation = EXPECTANCY
non-profit officials
Non-profit officials, such as the NAACP and the Urban League have
through the years fostered the notion that solutions to desegregation
problems begin with the courts. Inasmuch as discrimination was legally
created in this nation, surely the elimination of desegregation belongs
with the courts.
Impiicat ions
The findings and conclusions of the study suggest the following
implications:
1. The Federal officials, as a group, are frustrated relative to
their ability to comply with the Pratt court order. It appears that this
frustration is brought about by the time limits placed upon them to
determine the compliance status of the school districts and to bring
about enforcement proceedings where necessary.
2. Federal officials appear to be insecure in understanding the
roles they must play in implementing the law. In one sense, they see
their role as investigators to determine compliance status of the dis¬
tricts and conversely, they must play the role of enforcers to assure
that school districts comply with the law. Because of the social and
political pressures which are opposed to desegregation, it appears that
they would prefer to play the role of investigator rather than enforcer.
3. Federal officials exhibit the possibility of questionable job
satisfaction because they are given the responsibility to implement and
enforce further desegregation, yet, they themselves feel that HEW must
do more to implement the law. This court order should be helpful to
them.
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4. It is inferred that school superintendents feel that more
progress has been made in the South in desegregating the public schools
than other sections of the nation or they may feel that they have done
enough.
5. School superintendents seem to express, on the one hand, that
they should be the leaders in implementing school desegregation, and yet,
they appear to play a necessary quiet and low profile because of the
local community attitudes and social pressures.
6. School superintendents show an inconsistency and general dis¬
approval of the Pratt Decision which places a time limit on the deter¬
mination of complaints and enforcement of compliance. Again, it can be
inferred that this is based on personal, social and political pressures
which are opposed to implementing constitutional law to ensure maximum
school desegregation.
7. There is an inference that the courts must be more effective in
assuring that the mandates of the court are carried out. The Pratt
Decision shows some indication that the courts are going to be more
effective in finding ways to see that the law is enforced.
8. The withholding of federal funds should promote public school
desegregation.
9. The Pratt Court Order moves desegregation to the level of
administrative enforcement. With its emphasis on federal administrative
enforcement we should expect an increase in public school desegregation
accountabi1ity.10.Southern school superintendents would like to see the courts
and HEW turn their enforcement powers on other sections of the country
and not just upon the South.
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11. It can be inferred from the superintendents' negative re¬
action to the Pratt Court Order that they do not fear the cut-off of
federal funds because of the political backlash which works against the
federal enforcers.
12. Desegregation is an administrative and physical act. The
Pratt Court Order should lead to changes in the behavior of the Federal
officials and school superintendents.
13. It can be inferred that within the superintendents' group the
Pratt Court Order is believed to be more harmful than helping in pro¬
moting school desegregation.
Recommendations
The following recommendations should be of assistance not only to
school administrators and Federal officials who are jointly responsible
for the development of policy and the implementation of the law, but
also to non-profit organizations whose understanding and cooperation are
needed in order to move nearer towards solutions to desegregation prob¬
lems.
1. Further investigation should be conducted to determine how
superintendents would solve desegregation problems.
2. Federal courts should make explicit punitive measures for
those districts which do not comply with the law.
3. Students at all levels should be given an opportunity to
register their attitudes on the Pratt Court Order and these should become
a part of their curricular experiences in order to initiate social change
within the school and beyond.
4. This study should be replicated in the remaining eighty public
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school districts which were identified in the Pratt Court Order, to
determine the attitudes of all those officials in the remaining sixteen
southern and border states.
5. This study should be replicated on other groups in other
sections of the country in order to determine what impact it will have
on school desegregation. .
6. Concomitantly, federal funds must be made available to assist
institutions of higher education to develop programs, degree and non¬
degree programs, in leadership behavior to further the cause of desegre¬
gation.
7. HEW and other federal agencies should encourage desegregation
research by making available the statistics which they gather on racial
aspects of the schools and by making more funds available for such re¬
search. Further research could determine the actual progress being
made as a result of the Pratt Decision.
8. Universities and colleges have a unique role to play in
developing curricular experiences on a credit and non-credit basis for
those key decision makers—school superintendents. Federal officials
and non-profit officials—who are responsible for developing and imple¬
menting desegregation plans. It is imperative that ways be devised to
bring together the school officials and the Federal officials in a non¬
threatening climate and on neutral grounds because these two groups feel
most the pressure of diverse forces. In the case of superintendents,
they have to contend and compromise the demands of (a) the parents and
citizens groups, (b) their teachers, staff and student body, (c) their
board of education, and (d) the law. In the case of the Federal officials,
they must (a) interpret the law, (b) negotiate and compromise with the
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school officials, (c) coordinate with the Justice Department and other
enforcement agencies, and (d) be subjected to the pressure of politicians
and even answer to Congress. Whatever role the individuals in these
groups decide to play, it will more likely be based upon their sense for
the chance of victory and the time required to win this victory. Thus,
Atlanta University can develop models for other institutions of higher
education to follow to show that these groups must work in harmony to
carry out the laws.
9. The President and Congress must assert their leadership from
the national level and provide financial support and attach moral sanc¬
tion to desegregation. The opposition must be deprived of excuses for
not implementing the laws.
Summary
In sum, this study has shown that within the twenty years since
Brown I (195^) and leading up to the Pratt Decision (1975)» the law of
desegregation is established, yet the problems related to the imple¬
mentation of the law have not been resolved. Among those problems which
still need to be resolved on a broad front are: pupil transportation,
revision of district and attendance zones, student and teacher assign¬
ments and the complex matter of financing our public schools. The re¬
view of the literature suggested that past research shows that desegre¬
gation has two distinct aspects. Dne is the establishment of law.
Another aspect is administration of the law, which includes enforcement.
The present study submits further support to the conclusion that efforts
in the southeastern United States, thus far, have not been completely
successful in developing unitary public school systems.
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In facing the problems of desegregation, educational leaders can¬
not allow thoDselves the luxury of hope or despair. We cannot forget
the dreams of Martin Luther King, Jr., or the truths of Malcolm X and
the efforts of Marcus Foster. It was Kenneth Clark who raised the ques¬
tion, "If leaders do not lead when the need is urgent, what is the nature
of their leadership?" The time has truly come for thoughtful planning,
bold policies and vigorous action.
It is the responsibility of strong leadership to represent
the common good—not only because it is right, but because
the despair of the weak in the end threatens the stability
of the whole.1
^Kenneth B. Clark, Dark Ghetto (New York:
1965), p. 152.
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This cause cane before this Court upon plaintiffs' Motion for
Purther Relief and the Opposition of the defendants thereto. After a
review of the entire record, the Court inclines to the belief that sub¬
stantial progress has been sade in this difficult and complex area. On
the other hand, without deprecating the value of voluntary settlcscnc of
I
these problens, there appears to be an over-reliance by HEW on the use of
Voluntary negotiations over protracted time periods and a "reluctance in
recent years to use the admlnlscratlvc sanction process where school
districts are known to be in non-compliance ***" Report of United States
Coo-mission on Civil Rights, January 22, 1975, page 131, n. 1. Having
considered Che motion and opposition and the record before it, this Court
enters the following findings and remedial provisions.




As this Court found In its February 16, 1973 Order, the Supreme
Court in Sw.inn v. Ch.irlotte-Mccklenhurt; Board of Educ.ntlon, 402 U.S. 1
(1971) enunciated "a presumption against school.', that arc substancl.-illy
disproportionate in their racial ccmposlclon." In Appendix B of that
1/ Adams v, Rtch.TrJ«»r>n, 356 F. Sopp. 92 (1973).
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■fcl'ru.Try ’6, 1073 OrJcr, tlic Court; ItsCci! 85 cuuclicrn school dlstclcca
hsv'og one or acre schools scbstanClally disproportionate- In tlieir corposl-
tlcn (because at luasc a 20Z disproportion existed betveen Che percentage
of local ninorlty pupils In the schools and the percentage In the entire
'ccliool district). liPt' not havlu.g required any of these 35 school districts
to explain or rebut.' the substantial racial dlsproporC.lons In the schools,
this Court enjoined H'dW to co—Tjnicate with each of the districts uithin
60 days, putting then) on notice to rebut or explain the disproportions la
one or nore of their schools. HEW took appropriate action pursuant to
this Order and substantial conpllar.ee progress resulted therefroo. However,
the record now reveals 'an additional 125 southern ‘'HEW school districts”
vith one or note schools substantially disproportionate in their racial
cocposltlon {see Attachnent A), where HEW has not sought an c;)tplanation or
rebuttal froa the school district.
WHEREFORE, in supplementation of V III B (1) of this Court’s
Order of February 16, 1973, defendants, their succcssars, agents and
employees are renoired and enjoined within 60 day.s of the date of this
Order to comaunicste with each of the 125 districts listed In Attachment A,
putting them on notice to rebut or explain the substantial racial dis-
proportion in one or more of the districts' schools,
•
. ♦ ♦ * •
B. 293 Districts With Allocations of Miscellaneous
Violations.
Plaintiffs' Motion for Further Relief alleges that there are
293 additional districts where HEW has found prenu-mptlve Title VI violations
The deposition and affidavit of Dr.' Lloyd R. Henderson, indicate however
If
that the statistical data on which this allegation Is based demonstrate
possible Title VI problems and not presumptive violations. We accept for
the present KEH's assertion that one of the purpjscs of the Enforcement
Analysis Tables compiled on a nationwide basis w.-is to provide an indie.'.* ivu
^ The data were extracted from Office of Civil Rights
1972-1973 Enforcement An.ilysls Tables.
TOO
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of those districts wliicli night be likely candidates for Title VI coaipllar
cctlvity and to aid in the determination of priorities.
VlIEREfOilK, plaintiffs* request for further relief in this area
is denied at this tine.
C. 6 ESAA districts. . •
With respect to 116 clcacntary and secondary school districts,
where HEW had found probable violations of Title VI, this Court's
February 16, 1973 Order held that the time permitted by Title VI for
securing voluntary compliance before commencing enforcement proceedings
had long since passed {'i'i II A (5); III (A) (7)). HEW bad found the
districts in violation or presumptive violation of Title VI and had £ail«i
during substantial periods of time to achieve voluntary compliance.
Accordingly, the Court ordered HF.W within 60 days to commence enforcement
proceedings by administrative notice of hearing or any other means authoi
by law against each of the districts in order to effect compliance with
Title VI. In the spring of 1973, HEM declared 17 HEW districts la the
south ineligible for funding under the Emergency School Aid Act of 1972
because of substantial civil rights violations. Klne districts were the /
subject of HEW enforcement activity pursuant tc specific directives of
this Court’s February 16, 1973 Order. Since the filing of the present
Kotion for Further Relief, Orangeburg, South Carolina has been found
eligible for ESAA funding and Charles County, Maryland, has submitted a
student assignment plan acceptable to HEW. In the remaining 6 districts,
however, HFW has made no efforts to effectuate compliance with Title VI
after indication of substantial civil rights violations.
VHEREFORK, In supplementation of 'jS 11 B (1) and III B (2) of
«
this Court’s Order of February 16, 1973, defendants, their successors',
egents and employees, ore required .and enjoined x-lthin 60 days of the date,
of the Supplemental Order to commence cnforcrmen: proceedings by .-idmlnist
tivc rctlcc" of hearing or any other rn^.-ins .•mthor: .'(-t! hy law ng.iIn-.i enrh
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ol the r.c!iool districts Idontlilcd in Attachment B, In ord(^r to effect
conpllancc with Title VI.
D. 39 Unresolved Swnnn D1 fitrictri.
In its February 10, 1973 Order, this Court found 85 school
districts prcsOr.ptivcly in violation of Swann and Title VI because they
had one or more schools substantially disproportionate In their racial
■composition. This Court ordered defendants to communicate with each of
these districts promptly, putting then on notice to rebut or explain the
substantial racial disproportions (V III B (1)). K£H has'donc so.
Thirty-one of these districts have since been found in co-npllance by VSJ,
If
end 15 others are in litigation or under court order. Thirty-nine of
the districts remain unresolved more than 25 months after the Issuance of
this Court’s Order, but HBI has not initiated enforcement proceedings
against any of them. The time fo’r securing compliance by merely voluntary
means In these districts has passed.
WH£R£rCnw, defendants, their successors, agents and employees,'
are required and enjoined within 60 days from the date of this Order to
^commence enforcement proceedings by administrative notice of hearing or
any other means authorized by law, in order to effect compliance with
Title VI by each of the school districts identified in Attachment C.
E. Hundreds of School- Districts Suhicet to
Court Dcsor.resntion Orders.
This Court's Order of February 16, 1973 (*J V B (2)) required HEW
to bring its findings of court order violations to the attention of Che
court concerned. Since that Order issued, HEW has identified numerous
southern districts subject to judicial desegregation orders which, in
violating or apparently violating Title VI, arc in violation of said
%
court orders.
2/ Defendants have .admitted chat 21 of these 39 districts
rem.aln unresolved, claiming that 18 district: of the
39 arc now in corjjllancc. Since we nre not -dvlsod
either of the nanes of s.ald districts or the reasons
why ib.cy should not be still Included, they -•re covered
by this Order.
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In CAKCS vhcrc the United States Is o porty, IIFT.^ has referred
cooc of this Inforrjtlon of violations or presunptive violations of
court.orders to the Justice Departnent, but none of the infomacion has
been brought to the attention of the courts conccmcdl In eases of
•V- * •
orders resulting fron private litigation, such Infornatloa has noc been
conveyed either to the courts or to the private attorneys.of record.
VKEREFOUE, in supplcnentatlon of V V B (1) and (2) of this
Court’s Order of ttbruary 16, 1973, defendants, their successors, agents
and cnployccs, through the Justice Department or other means, arc required
• and enjoined within 120 days of the date of this Supplemental Order to
call to the attention of the courts concerned each of the violations or
presumptive violations of court orders, unless defendants have made an
administrative determination of compliance by the school district within
the *120-day period. ... . • •
F. Futuro-HEt? Compliance with Title VI.
This Court has ruled in this case that HEW has a duty to
consaence prompt enforcement activity upon all complaints or other
Infomwition of racial discrimination in violation of Title VX, and that
where it appears that a school district is in violation or presumptive
violation of Title Vl the agency has a duty under Title VI to commence
enforcement proceedings by admlnlstraClvc notice of hearing or any other
means authorized by law where efforts to obtain voluntary compliance do s
not succeed wltliin a reasonable period. • .
■ HEW has often delayed Coo long In'ascertaining whether a complaint
or other Inform.nclon of racial discrimination constitutes a .violation of'
Title VI, HEM has also frequently failed to commence' enforcement proceed¬
ings by administrative notice of hearing or any other means authorized by law
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althouf.h the efforts Co obtnfn voluntary compliance have not surcec<Icd
>
during a substantial period of time. As stiovrn In Section D above. In
39 "unresolved” Su.mn districts, having failed during a substantial ■
period of time to achieve voluntary compliance, has not Gor.-ncnced enforce¬
ment proceedings by administrative notice of hearing cr any other means
authorized by lavr. Apart from the school districts expressly covered
by this Court's February 16, 1973 Order, HEU has not Initiated a single
administrative enforcement proceeding against a southern school district
since the Issuance of this Court's Order 25 months ago.
WHEREFORE, defendants, their successors, agents and employees
are required and enjoined hereafter to carry out their Title VI enforcoment
activities affecting public school districts in the 17 southern and border
states according to the following schedule:
(a) Within 90 days of receipt by HEtf of a complaint or other
Information of racial discrimination, determine for
administrative purposes whether the district is in or
out of compliance with Title VI; ,
(b) Wherever there is not a determination of compliance by
the 90th day, attempt Co secure compliance through .
voluntary means for’ an additional period not Co exceed
90 days;
.(c) Where such compliance Is not secured vlt'.iin 180 days
of the receipt of the complaint or other information
of racial discrimination, commence vlth'.n 30 days
thereafter an enforcement proceeding tl-.rough adminis¬
trative notice of hearing or any other ncans , • . _.
authorized by law.
C. Supplemental Renorttne Provision. •
Supplementing the reporting provisions In this Court's Order of
February 16, 1973, defendants, their successors, agents and employees, arc
164
7-
rcqulrcd and enjoined CO provide In verified forn to counsel for plaintiffs
within 150 day% of the date of this Sopplcracntal Order, and at thn tine
of ell subsequent reports .required by this Court's February 16, 1973
. i
I
Order, a sussaary of all steps taken to conply with the injunctive provisions
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THE PRATT DECISION dUESTIONNAIRE
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PRATT DECISION QUESTIONNAIRE
This questionnaire is based upon the Adams vs. Weinberger decision of March 14, 1975, more commor
ly referred to as the Pratt Decision, which spelled out the obligation of the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare to press the southern and border public school districts to desegregate or lose
Federal aid.
1. What is your present position?
o School Superintendent
o Federal Compliance Official
o Non-profit organization or agency Official
2. How long have you spent in your present position?
o One year or less o Eleven to fifteen years
o Two to five years o Sixteen to twenty years




On the following list, please mark in each column:
1. Highest degree which you now hold.
2, Degrees for which you are currently working, if any.
o o Less than Bachelor’s (A. A., etc.)
o o Undergraduate Bachelor’s
o o Master’s
o o Law Degree
o o Medical Degree (e.g., M. D., D. D. S., etc.)
o o Ph.D.
o o Ed.D.
o o Equivalent of Doctorate without dissertation
o o Other. Please Specify
How many years prior to your present employment have you spent in each of the following types
of employment? (Mark one in each row.)
1. Never employed in this sector
2. One year or less
3. Two to five years













Teaching or administration in a public school system
Teaching or administration in a private or parochial school system
Teaching or administration in a college or university
Administrative position in a local or state governmental agency
Administrative position in the Federal government
Administration in a non-profit organization or agency
Have you heard about or read the Pratt Decision [Adams v. Weinberger, 3095-70, March 14, 1975)?
o Yes o No
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6. The Couit staled; There appears to be an over-reliance by HEW on the use of voluntary negotiation
over protracted time periods and a reluctance in recent years to use the administrative sanction pro¬
cess where school districts are known to be in non-compliance.
o Agree o Disagree o No opinion
7. Judge Pratt staled that: HEW has often delayed too long in ascertaining whether a complaint or
other information of racial discrimination constitutes a violation of Title VI, which prohibits dis¬
crimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin.
o Agree o Disagree o No opinion
8. The Supreme Court in Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenberg Board of Education, 402 U.S. 1 (1971)
enunciated “a presumption against schools that are substantially disproportionate in their racial
composition.” Do you agree or disagree with the Swann ruling?
o Agree o Disagree o No opinion
9. In'the case of Swann, the Court stated that enforcement proceedings should be commenced against
those school districts with one or more schools substantially disproportionate in their racial
composition.
o Agree ‘ o Disagree o No opinion
10. The Court stated: HEW has also frequently failed to commence enforcement proceedings by admini¬
strative notice of hearing or any other means authorized by law although the efforts to obtain
voluntary compliance have not succeeded during a substantial period of time. Do you approve or
disapprove of HEW’s efforts?
o Approve o Disapprove o No opinion
11. Judge Pratt declared that in the case of school districts subject to court desegregation orders, HEW
has referred some of this information of violations or presumptive violations of court orders to the
Justice Department, but none of the information has been brought to the attention of the courts
concerned. Should be courts have been notified?
o Courts should be notified
o Courts should not be notified
o No opinion
Comment:12.According to the Pratt Decision, HEW (Through the Justice Department or other means) is required
and enjoined within 120 days of the Pratt Decision to call to the attention of the courts concerned
each of the violations or presumptive violations of court orders, unless defendants have made an
administrative determination of compliance by the school district within the 120 day period. What
is your overall reaction to this ruling?




13.The Court ruled that HEW, within 60 days of the date of the Pratt Decision, communicate with each
district having one or more schools substantially disproportionate in their composition, putting them
on notice to rebut or explain the substantial racial disproportion. Is this a reasonable or unreasonable
requirement?
o Reasonable o Unreasonable o No opinion
Comment: ——14.Where HEW found that specific ESAA districts were in violation or presumptive violation of Title VI
and had, during substantial periods of time, failed to achieve voluntary compliance, the Court ordered
that within 60 days enforcement proceedings commence. What is your overall reaction?
o Favorable o Unfavorable o No opinion
Comment:15.In regard to Title VI enforcement activities, Pratt ruled: Where compliance is not secured within 180
days of the receipt of the complaint or other information of racial discrimination, HEW is required
to commence within 30 days thereafter an enforcement proceeding through administrative notice of
hearing or any other means authorized by law. Is this a reasonable or unreasonable time period?
o Reasonable o Unreasonable o No opinion
Comment:16.Apart from the school districts expressly covered by the Court’s February 16,1973 order. Judge Pratt
stated that HEW has not initiated a single adniristrative enforcement proceeding against a southern
school district since the issuance of that Court’s order 25 months ago. Are you satisfied with HEW’s
performance?
o Satisfied o Dissatisfied o No opinion
Comment:17.Judge Pratt ruled that HEW is required, within 90 days of the receipt of a complaint or other informa¬
tion of racial discrimination,to determine for administrative purposes whether the district is in or out
of compliance with Title Vi. Is this a reasonable or unreasonable time period?
o Reasonable o Unreasonable o No opinion
Comment:18.What contribution do you think each of the following could make towards solving our desegregation
problems?




Social Agencies and organizations
19. Do you appiovc o! disapprove of the way that HEW is handling the job of desegregating elementary and
secondary schools?
o Approve o Disapprove o No opinion
20. Do you think that HEW should be more strict, less strict, or continue about the same in its enforcement
activities?
o Mote strict o About the same o Less strict o No opinion
21. Suppose HEW withheld funds, would this make the schools more likely to integrate?
o More likely o Less likely
o No difference o No opinion
22. What is your overall opinion or reaction to the Pratt Decision?
o Favorable o Unfavorable o No opinion
23. How much opportunity do you feel you have to influence the policies of your institution or agency in
the area of desegregation?
o A great deal o A little
o A fair amount o None




. o Dissatisfied o No opinion
Comment;
25. Do you think we are getting nearer to solving the desegregation problem or farther from it?
o Nearer o Farther o Neither oDon’t know
26. In what section of the country did you spend your early childhood years?
Check one here: Check one here:
o South o West o East o North o Urban o Suburban o Rural
27. Age Range o 20-25 o 31-35 o 41-45 6-5rr-55
o 26—30 o 36—40 o 46—50 o 56 or above
28. Your sex: o Male * o Female
29. What is your tace or ethnic group? (For identification only)
• o White/Caucasian
o Black/Negro/Afro-American
o Native American/American Indian
o Mexican Ametican/Chicano















I am presently doing research for my doctoral dissertation at Atlanta
University. The subject for my writing is the recent District Court for
the District of Columbia, Adams v. Weinberger decision of March 14, 1975,
which is more commonly referred to as the Pratt Decision. Judge John H.
Pratt provided a comprehensive description of HEW*s responsibilities in
enforcing Title VI with respect to public school districts in the Southern
and border states.
The purpose of this study is to determine the perceptions of school
superintendents, federal compliance officials and officials of non-profit
organizations and agencies which have shown an Interest in the area of
school desegregation. The results of this study should make a significant
contribution to understanding the attitudes and perceptions of these
officials relative to this court order, and thus, benefit all administrators
who are expected to Implement this court order.
The enclosed questionnaire (Pratt Decision Questionnaire) consists
of questions which are taken from the court order itself and will re¬
quire approximately twenty minutes of your time. I urge you to participate
and assure you that anonymity will be strictly preserved. You are identi¬
fied on this questionnaire by a code number to Insure strictest confidence.
If you have questions regarding this research study, please feel free
to contact me. Please return the questionnaire to me in the enclosed,
stamped, self-addressed envelope. The desirable date of return is August
15, 1975.









It ±8 with pleasure that I call your attention to a research
thesis now being-conducted by Ms. Florence Dick, one of my doctoral
students in:the Department of Educational Administration and Super¬
vision, School of Education at Atlanta University.
The purpose.of the study, which Ms. Dick has clearly stated in
her cover letter, will benefit -all. administrators who are responsible
for the Implementation of the court order dealing with the Department
of Healthy Education and Welfare's inaction-in enforcing Title VI
with respect, to desegregation of the. public schools in the Southern
and border, states. I urge you to take about twenty minutes of time
from your busy scheduleto react, honestly,•to the questionnaire.
All information will be treated with strictest confidence and
the resulting data will be used exclusively for the purpose of this
research thesis.
Thank you in advance for your cooperation.
Sincerely
Ronald N. Kilpatrick, Ed.D.
Assistant Professor of Education
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j^proxLniately three weeks ago you received a questionnaire
which deals with a i^search stucfy that I am conducting in connection
with my doctoral studies at Atlanta ISiiversity*
We are most anxious to have as high as return as possible,
therefore, I at enclosing another copy of the questionnaire for your
convenienceo Please rest assured that the information you return to
me will never be identified as your contribution. Anonymity will be
strictly preserved.
If you have any questions regarding this research study,
please feel free to contact me. Results of the studywill be male
available to you during this coining Fall if ^you would like them.





OVER A CENTURY OF SERVICE BUILDING MEN
MOREHOUSE COLLEGE
ATLANTA, GEORGIA





In regard to the questionnaire relating to the Pratt
Decd-sion which you recently received, a response from you
would be greatly ^predated. Other lUstrict Court Judges
have been contacted and I assure you that in no wsywill
the confidentiality of persoiBin your profession be identi¬
fied or misrepresented within the stui^#
You can make a valuable contribution by responding
to as many of the itais on the questionnaire which you feel
do not violate any professional ethics* Results of the
study will bo made available to you during this coming Fall






United states district Court
Northern District of Georgia
P. O. BOX 1SS6
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30301
CHAMBCRS or
William C. O'Kelley, Judge August 27, 1975
Miss Florence Dick .
Assistant Professor
Morehouse College




I have your letter dated July 21, 1975, enclosing a
questionnaire concerning my views of the decision of Adams v.
Weinberger. I consider it judicially inappropriate for me
to comment upon the opinion of another judge and/or situations^,,
which might ultimately appear before me in a case in this
court,
I must respectfully decline to complete your question¬
naire .
Sincerely,
United States District Judge
WCO/gg
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CHARLESTON. S. C. 29402
SOL BLATT, jR.
DISTRICT JUDGE September 2, 1975






Thank you for your letter of August 21st.
The questionnaire about which you wrote me was
evidently misplaced in the mail, as I do not have any
recollection of having received it. If you would like to
send another copy, I will be glad to take a look and answer
any questions possible.
With my best wishes, I am
SBJr:jr
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530
AddreM Reply to the
Dirition Indicated










I am writing in reference to your request that I
participate in the survey you are conducting concerning
Adams v. Weinberger.
I feel that I must respectfully decline to partici¬
pate on the following basis: the questions asked on your
questionnaire were phrased in such a way that I could not
possibly answer them without my answers being confusing,
incomplete, inaccurate or misleading. This is not to say
that a better questionnaire could have been developed.
The case, the decision you are focusing on and the subject
matter of the case are all very complex. An individual's
opinion about aspects of a lawsuit is extremely difficult
to reduce to answers on a questionnaire form*
I wish you good luck in this project and 1 would be




















































Albermarle, North Carolina 28801
Randolph County Schools
Asheboro, North Carolina 27203
Carteret County Schools
Beaufort, North Carolina 28516
Swain County Schools
Bryson,City, North Carolina 28713
Pender County Schools
Burgaw, North Carolina 28425
Gaston County Schools
Gaston, North Carolina 28052
Guilford County Schools
Greensboro, North Carolina 27402
Vance County Schools
Henderson, North Carolina 27536
Onslow County Schools
Jacksonville, North Carolina 28540
Union County Schools
Monroe, North Carolina 28110
Burke County Schools
Morgantown, North Carolina 28655
Catawba County Schools




Pittsboro, North Carolina 27312
Rowan County Schools
Salisbury, North Carolina 28144
Cleveland County Schools
Shelby, North Carolina 28150
Jackson County Schools
Sylva, North Carolina 28779
Wilson County Schools
Wilson, North Carolina 27893
Coswell County Schools















Bamberg #1 School District
Bamberg, South Carolina 29003
Lexington #3 School District
Batesburg, South Carolina 29006
Edgefield County Schools
Edgefield, South Carolina 29824
Charleston County Schools
Charleston, South Carolina 29403
Richland #2 School District
Columbia, South Carolina 29206
Spartanburg #7 School District




Health, Education, and Welfare, Region IV
Office for Civil Rights 12
Office of Education 8
U. S. Department of Justice 11
Atlanta, Georgia - 7
Washington, 0. C,-4






















Alabama Council on Human Relations,
P. 0. Box 409
Auburn, Alabama 3683O
The Southern Poverty Law Center
1001 South Hull Street
Montgomery, Alabama 36101
NAACP Education Center
P. 0. Drawer I90
Tuskegee Institute, Alabama 36O88
Florida
Executive Director
Commission on Human Relations






P. 0. Box 296
Atlanta, Georgia 30314
Education Director
American Friends Service Committee
52 Fairlie Street, N. W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30303
American Civil Liberties Union
52 Fairlie Street, N. W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30303
Field Director, NAACP





























Citizens Trust Bank Bldg.








52 Fairlee Street, N. W.
Atlanta, Georgia
Director
Florida School Desegregation Con¬
sulting Center
University of Miami School of Education
P. 0. Box 8065





Louisville Urban League, Inc.
209 W. Market Street
Louisville, Kentucky
Executive Director
Louisville Urban League, Inc.
209 W. Market Street
Louisville, Kentucky
Executive Director
Conmission on Human Rights
Commonwealth of Kentucky
600 West Walnut Street
Louisville, Kentucky 40203
Comm. Service Director
Commission on Human Rights
Commonwealth of Kentucky
















State Field Director NAACP
Fayette, Mississippi


















NAACP Legal Defense and Edu¬
cational Fund, Inc.
Southern Regional Office
700 E. Independence Plaza Bldg.
Charlotte, North Carolina 28202
South Carolina
Executive Director



















Attorney and Counselor at Law
135 South Main Street
Suite 710 - Insurance Bldg.
Greenville, South Carolina 29601
State Human Affairs Commission
1111 Bel 1eview Avenue
Box 11528
Columbia, South Carolina 29211
Director
Center for Human Relations
National Education Association
Washington, 0. C. 20036
Director
Community Relations Service













Division of Equal Opportunities
Room 2029
400 Maryland Avenue, S. W.









1201 l6th Street, N. W.
Washington, D, C. 20036
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